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What is the value of know-how, which has been developed over many decades in a 
specific region? And what is the value of a corresponding geographical indication on a 
product coming from this region? These are questions, which may at first sound simple 
but which are not so easy to answer, regardless of whether it is a question concerning 
rye bread from the canton of Valais, Parmigiano Reggiano or rum from Jamaica.  
When analysing geographical indications for their economic, social and ecological im-
pact, we are faced with two kinds of challenges. Firstly, it is difficult to obtain suitable 
data; and secondly, clear methodological parameters are necessary for the analysis of 
the data collected. Only in this way can we ensure that reliable comparisons can be 
carried out over time or between different products in various countries.  
To this effect, we commissioned two researchers from the University of Florence to 
develop a scientific methodology for the evaluation of geographical indications based 
on current knowledge. Their methodology is formulated in such a way so as to be ap-
plicable to diverse situations, so that consequently, the impact of the introduction of 
geographical indications in a country or region can be documented and compared. As 
a result, the conclusions of such an analysis will allow producers to take decisions con-
cerning their strategies, as well as allow the public sector to initiate or adapt measures 
at the macro level. 
This methodology was created as part of an international cooperation project between 
our Institute and Jamaica. The aim of this project was to establish, together with the 
Jamaican authorities and the producers of rum, jerk (typical Jamaican mixed spices) 
and Blue Mountain Coffee, the legislative foundation for a geographical indications reg-
ister, as well as to support producer groups in fulfilling the necessary conditions for 
registration.  
I would like to express my sincere thanks to the authors of the methodology, Professor 
Giovanni Belletti and Professor Andrea Marescotti from the University of Florence. 
Many thanks also to Sophie Reviron and Marguerite Paus from AGRIDEA, who with 
their valuable comments and a survey of existing case studies, have also contributed to 














Welchen Wert hat das Know-how, das über Jahrzehnte in einer bestimmten Region 
entwickelt worden ist? Und welchen Wert hat eine entsprechende geografische Anga-
be auf einem dort entwickelten Produkt? Dies sind Fragen, die vielleicht einfach klin-
gen, die aber nicht ganz einfach zu beantworten sind. Dabei spielt es keine Rolle, ob 
es sich um Walliser Roggenbrot, Parmigiano Reggiano oder jamaikanischen Rum han-
delt.  
Bei einer Analyse von geografischen Angaben bezüglich ihrer ökonomischen, sozialen 
und ökologischen Auswirkungen stellen sich zweierlei Herausforderungen: Erstens ist 
es schwierig, an geeignete Daten heranzukommen. Zweitens braucht es klare metho-
dologische Vorgaben, nach denen die gesammelten Daten ausgewertet werden müs-
sen. Nur so ist sichergestellt, dass zuverlässige Vergleiche über die Zeit oder von un-
terschiedlichen Produkten in verschiedenen Ländern machbar sind. 
Um genau dies zu ermöglichen haben wir zwei Forscher der Universität Florenz beauf-
tragt, eine auf dem Stand des vorhandenen Wissens aufbauende Methodologie zur 
Evaluation von geografischen Angaben zu verfassen. Besonderes Merkmal dieser Me-
thodologie ist es, so formuliert zu sein, dass sie auf unterschiedlichste Situationen an-
wendbar ist. Somit können die Auswirkungen der Einführung von geografischen Anga-
ben in einem Land oder einer Region dokumentiert und verglichen werden. Die Resul-
tate dienen schliesslich den Produzenten dazu, Entscheidungen über ihre Strategien 
zu treffen, wie auch dem öffentlichen Sektor, um Massnahmen auf der Makroebene zu 
ergreifen oder anzupassen.  
Entstanden ist diese Methodologie im Rahmen eines internationalen Zusammenar-
beitsprojektes unseres Instituts mit Jamaika. Ziel dieses Projektes war es, zusammen 
mit den jamaikanischen Behörden und den Produzenten von Rum, Jerk (einer typisch 
jamaikanischen Gewürzmischung) und Blue Mountain Coffee die gesetzgeberischen 
Grundlagen für ein Register von geografischen Angaben zu etablieren sowie die Pro-
duzenten darin zu unterstützen, die notwendigen Voraussetzungen für die Registrie-
rung zu erfüllen.  
Den Verfassern der vorliegenden Methodologie, Professor Giovanni Belletti und Pro-
fessor Andrea Marescotti von der Universität Florenz, spreche ich meinen herzlichen 
Dank aus. Besten Dank auch an Sophie Réviron und Marguerite Paus von AGRIDEA, 
die mit wertvollen Kommentaren und einer Übersicht über bereits bestehende Fallstu-














Quelle est la valeur d'un savoir-faire développé dans une région pendant des décen-
nies ? Et quelle est la valeur d'une indication géographique apposée sur un produit 
originaire de cette région et résultant de ce savoir-faire ? Il n'est pas aisé d'apporter 
des réponses à ces questions simples en apparence, qui se posent aussi bien pour le 
Pain de seigle valaisan que pour le Parmigiano Reggiano ou encore le rhum de Ja-
maïque.  
L'analyse des effets économiques, sociaux et environnementaux de la protection des 
indications géographiques pose deux défis : tout d'abord, la difficulté de se procurer 
des données appropriées; ensuite, la formulation d'objectifs méthodologiques clairs 
permettant l'exploitation des données récoltées. C’est seulement ainsi qu’il est possible 
d’établir des comparaisons dans la durée ou entre différents produits dans plusieurs 
pays. 
Nous avons mandaté deux chercheurs de l'Université de Florence dans le but, préci-
sément, de développer, sur la base des connaissances actuelles, une méthodologie 
d'évaluation des effets des indications géographiques. Cette méthodologie est formu-
lée de manière à pouvoir être appliquée à des situations très diverses. Il est ainsi pos-
sible de mettre en lumière les effets produits par la reconnaissance d'indications géo-
graphiques dans plusieurs pays ou régions et de les comparer. Les conclusions d'une 
telle analyse d'impact peuvent permettre aux producteurs de prendre des décisions 
d'ordre stratégique et aux pouvoirs publics d'initier ou d'adapter des mesures-cadres.  
Cette méthodologie a été développée dans le cadre d'un projet de coopération interna-
tionale de notre Institut avec la Jamaïque. Ce projet avait pour objectif d'élaborer, en 
collaboration avec les autorités jamaïcaines et les producteurs de rhum, de jerk (un 
mélange d'épices typique de Jamaïque) et de café Blue Mountain, les bases juridiques 
rendant possible la création d'un registre des indications géographiques et d'aider les 
producteurs à remplir les critères d'enregistrement d'une indication géographique dans 
ce registre.  
J'adresse mes sincères remerciements aux professeurs Giovanni Belletti et Andrea 
Marescotti de l'Université de Florence, auteurs de la présente méthodologie, de même 
qu'à Mesdames Sophie Réviron et Marguerite Paus d'AGRIDEA dont les commen-















Che valore ha il know-how sviluppato nel corso dei secoli in una determinata regione? 
E che valore ha un’indicazione geografica apposta su un prodotto locale? A queste 
domande, apparentemente scontate, non è sempre facile dare risposta, che si tratti di 
pane di segale vallesano, parmigiano reggiano o rum giamaicano. 
L’analisi delle conseguenze economiche, sociali ed ecologiche delle indicazioni geo-
grafiche presenta due tipi di difficoltà: anzitutto è difficile accedere a informazioni rile-
vanti; in secondo luogo, i dati raccolti devono essere analizzati secondo direttive meto-
dologiche definite. Solo così è possibile procedere a un confronto attendibile su base 
periodica o tra vari prodotti in diversi paesi. 
A questo scopo, abbiamo incaricato due ricercatori dell’Università di Firenze di elabora-
re una metodologia di valutazione delle indicazioni geografiche basata sulle conoscen-
ze attualmente disponibili. La peculiarità di questa metodologia, nei termini in cui viene 
formulata, è la sua vasta applicabilità. Essa consente, invero, di documentare e con-
frontare gli effetti legati all’introduzione delle indicazioni geografiche in un paese o in 
una regione. I dati raccolti sono utili ai produttori per decidere in merito alle strategie da 
adottare, come pure al settore pubblico, per definire o adeguare misure a livello più 
ampio. 
La presente metodologia è stata messa a punto nell’ambito di un progetto di coopera-
zione internazionale che ha visto coinvolti il nostro Istituto e la Giamaica. Il progetto, 
portato avanti in collaborazione con le autorità giamaicane e i produttori di rum, jerk 
(una tipica miscela di spezie giamaicana) e Blue Mountain Coffee, era finalizzato a 
definire le basi legali per la creazione di un registro di indicazioni geografiche e aiutare 
i produttori locali a soddisfare le condizioni necessarie alla registrazione. 
Porgo i miei più sinceri ringraziamenti ai professori Giovanni Belletti e Andrea Mare-
scotti dell’Università di Firenze, autori della presente metodologia. Un sentito ringra-
ziamento va anche a Sophie Réviron e Marguerite Paus di AGRIDEA che, con i loro 
preziosi commenti e con una panoramica dei casi di studio esistenti, hanno contribuito 
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Why evaluate the effects of the protection of GIs? 
Angela Deppeler, Hansueli Stamm, Erik Thévenod-Mottet 
 
The concept of Geographical Indications 
Geographical indications (GIs) have appeared quite recently in the landscape of intel-
lectual property rights (IPRs) in comparison with more classical concepts such as 
trademarks, patents and copyright. While various terms and definitions pre-existed in 
some national and international legal frameworks, the definition of GIs provided by the 
World Trade Organization‘s Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) 
Agreement, adopted in 1994, has become the broader reference. In Article 22, it states 
that GIs are: 
―…indications which identify a good as originating in the territory of a Member, or a 
region or locality in that territory, where a given quality, reputation or other charac-
teristic of the good is essentially attributable to its geographical origin.‖ 
The economic rationale for GIs is the correction of a market failure that has been 
caused by two characteristics of GIs. The first one is the problem of asymmetric infor-
mation between sellers and buyers. If it is uncertain that the quality of product A is bet-
ter than that of good B, the consumer will not be willing to pay a higher price for product 
A. The second reason concerning why there will be no functioning market with respect 
to GIs is the fact that a GI is – without any legal remedy – a public good. Anybody can 
use this regional brand and its reputation as a free rider, even though they may have 
no affiliation to either the corresponding region or its typical goods. However, with the 
introduction of the possibility of protecting GIs as intellectual property, both problems 
are solved. A consumer can be certain that the product branded with the GI will incor-
porate the expected quality and that he or she can rely on the fact that the product 
stems from the region indicated on the labelling, with the quality and origin being inex-
tricably associated. 
Notwithstanding the fact that the TRIPS Agreement does not explicitly address such 
issues, it is generally recognised that GIs do not share exactly the same meaning of 
―property‖ as those of classical IPRs. This is due to the fact that a GI generally has no 
single legal owner who would have the same rights as to a trademark or patent, i.e. the 
capacity to license the use or to not renew protection, for example. On the one hand, 
most of the GIs are geographical names, and these objects are usually considered to 
be administered by the state; on the other hand, the group of legitimate users of a GI 
should generally be delimitated according to the GI product‘s quality, and thus would 
include anyone able to achieve this quality in the relevant geographical area. The 
recognition of GIs (considered as the specific relation associating a denomination and 
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a product) normally depends on an assessment of their intrinsic value through an arbi-
tration process managed by the state, which explains their particular legal and institu-
tional status (Hermitte, 2001). In this context, the role of the state concerning the 
recognition and management of GIs is still being debated. These debates are also 
nourished by the fact that, in addition to the above-mentioned economic problems and 
remedies, there are many politically-motivated additional effects that are often associ-
ated with the introduction of GIs as being a legal tool to serve particular objectives of 
public policies (as an example of such a grid of interpretation, see Larson, 2007).  
The various ways of implementing the legal concept of GIs, as provided by the TRIPS 
Agreement, can be ranked into two archetypal categories: permissive systems and 
prescriptive systems (Stern & Léger, 2000). Under permissive systems, GIs are char-
acterized by a very light formalization (or even no ex ante recognition), and by a very 
rough definition of the products concerned, if at all. A permissive approach reflects the 
idea that the state should not play a particular role regarding GIs, that is to say no fur-
ther role other than that regarding trademarks, and, as a consequence, that GIs are not 
perceived as tools for public policies. Considering GIs as a neutral IPR, permissive 
systems do not provide any particular assessment of criteria related to methods of pro-
duction, biological resources, etc., as well as no mechanism of state arbitration 
amongst producers. But this does not prevent stakeholders from gathering and engag-
ing on private ground in a collective initiative, which could have all the features of the 
most mature GI systems except for the legal basis. 
On the contrary, under prescriptive systems, the legal protection of GIs is generally 
linked to a very detailed and narrow definition of the products concerned in relation to 
specific concepts, which have been developed within the framework of public policies 
(e. g. legal recognition of the associations of GI producers, specialized state agencies, 
etc.). The prescriptive approach is generally based on a legal process of registration, 
which is an incentive for the producers concerned as it is the pre-requisite for benefiting 
from the appropriate GI policies, as it represents the recognition of a particular and 
valuable status. This is the model of the appellation d’origine developed in France and 
other European countries. The collective mandatory prescriptions (codes of practice) 
conditioning the use of these recognised GIs may be a powerful tool in directing and 
ensuring some particular effects from the growth and/or manufacture of GI products 
(Thévenod-Mottet, 2010). The codes of practices for European Protected Designations 
of Origin (PDO) and Protected Geographical Indications (PGI) products are the result 
of a collective and continuous process1 associating all the kinds of firms involved in the 
GI supply-chain, and they increasingly reflect concerns about methods of production in 
relation to traditional, heritage and environmental values. In fact, in European coun-
tries, the policy arguments in favour of GIs have expanded over time to include: (1) the 
protection of consumers from deception, and the protection of producers from unfair 
                                               
1
  In the EU system, a GI code of practice may be revised, either to take some technological or agricul-
tural change into account (i.e. to accept, to reject or to adapt technological innovations) or to adopt 
more restrictive requirements in order to reinforce the specific characteristics of the GI product. 
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competition in relation to unlawful use of the designation for products not originating 
from the designated area or for products not having the expected quality; (2) the man-
agement of the quantities supplied by the agro-food supply-chains; (3) endogenous 
local development and social cohesion; and (4) biodiversity and cultural heritage pro-
tection (Sylvander et al., 2006). All these arguments were found in the preamble of the 
EU Regulation No 2081/922, and they are nowadays used in international debates. It 
also corresponds to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the EU or the agricultural 
policy of Switzerland, where the function of agriculture (and therefore the support of the 
government for the agricultural sector) encompasses more than only production of ali-
ments. More precisely, the European regulation assigns the following goals to GIs: 
 to preserve the economic value produced by the European agro-food sector; 
 to encourage the diversification of agricultural production so as to achieve a 
better balance between supply and demand in the markets; 
 to promote products which allow for improving the income of farmers and for re-
taining the rural populations in less-favoured or remote areas; 
 to supply high quality products to consumers in cases where this quality is 
linked to the geographical origin of the products; 
 to provide clear and succinct information on the geographical origin of the prod-
ucts in order to help consumers in making their choice. 
It is not the task of this publication to qualify how all these targets, beyond the original 
economic rationale, are justified. But if such goals are set, then the achievement of 
these goals has to be assessed. We assume that the present publication will help to 
perform this evaluation task in a standardized and comparable way, at a time when the 
world landscape of GIs is becoming very complex due to the increasing number of rec-
ognised GIs and to the related legal frameworks, public policies and debates. 
Development of GIs and GIs in developing economies 
As mentioned above, one of the rationales for the official recognition of GIs is to reduce 
the asymmetry of information between producers and consumers. Considering the 
huge growth in the number of registered GIs in recent years – growth that will continue 
as southern countries develop and implement their own systems – and the heterogene-
ity among GI standards and regulatory systems, this information objective may become 
more and more difficult to achieve. As an example, in the seven EU member States 
where most of the EU PDOs and PGIs are located, the number of registered GIs (with-
                                               
2
  Replaced in 2006 by the EU Reg. No 510/2006, which includes the same justifications in its preamble 
as previously. 
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out wines and spirits) was 500 in 2000 and has increased to more than 870 in 20113. A 
further example is the registration of 120 GIs in India between 2003 and mid-2010, of 
which 80 are for handicraft (non-agro food) products4. 
The growing interest in GIs in non-European countries is mainly linked to the opportuni-
ties offered by GIs for local processes of social and economic development. This oc-
curs in a context where the concept of GIs, amongst others, appears to be suitable to 
address current public concerns such as the preservation of cultural heritage, land-
scapes and biodiversity, the consumer trust in the food system, the promotion of sus-
tainable agricultural practices and the protection and remuneration of traditional 
knowledge and genetic resources. Either through national strategies to ensure WTO 
TRIPS compliance or through particular development activities, GI legal frameworks 
and their implementation are becoming ever denser at global level. 
The GI status may be attractive either for protecting the economic interests of produc-
ers of well- known and largely exported regional products from imitations and usurpa-
tions (e.g. Basmati, Blue Mountain or Tequila) or for facilitating the development of 
such an origin-based reputation through the formatting of the GI as a quality standard 
(see Galtier et al, 2008, on the case of Pico Duarte coffee in Dominican Republic). The 
first incentive applies to GIs that encapsulate long-established economic values recog-
nized in remote markets. These were generally the first GIs to be registered, with a 
focus on the processing methods and in accordance with the interests of processors 
and traders. The second incentive often corresponds with territorial development initia-
tives: integrating farmers and other actors through multidimensional projects that are 
generally more favourable to environmental and cultural concerns. That said, as GIs 
registered in response to the first incentive have evolved over time, they have often 
moved towards greater incorporation of heritage and environmental values. This may 
occur either through modification of the codes of practice or through the initiative of 
producers inside the system. Such enlargements of the scope of the definition of GI 
products combine, to some extent, a reflection on the product‘s quality and characteris-
tics and an interpretation of the externalities deriving from the system of production. 
A common denominator, however, seems to be that the differentiating of products can 
be a way of enhancing economic results. In developing economies, in particular, there 
is pressure to produce higher value goods that can be marketed as specialised or 
niche products. In addition, with global competition, many historically famous geo-
graphical indications‘ regions are feeling the challenge of the misuse of geographical 
names by producers and retailers outside of the original area of production. 
In addition, the collective nature of GIs can be well adapted to traditional organisational 
structures in developing countries (Das, 2006). However, specific difficulties may arise 
                                               
3
  Sources : Barjolle & Sylvander (2000), DOOR (database on the PDOs and PGIs in the EU, available at 
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/ and consulted in June 2011). 
4 
 Source: Gautam & Bahl (2010). 
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in countries that newly adapt a GI protection scheme. To summarise them in a non-
exhaustive way, these lie in the lack of technical knowledge concerning the implemen-
tation of GI protection in the private as well as in the public sector, the need for an insti-
tutional framework to be put in place, as well as the need for collaboration among ac-
tors of different sizes, functions and therefore interests (see e.g. Roussel & Asfaw, 
2010). While the latter problem is not specific to developing economies in general, it 
may be of importance that ―role models‖ and experienced facilitators are scarce. 
In this situation, the role of well-known and already established origin products is of 
particular importance (Evaluation of the Swiss-Jamaican GI project, unpublished). Such 
a production sector, already being organised, could act as an important partner for the 
state, especially when facing misuse of their product‘s geographical name. If the gov-
ernment has corresponding interests for the introduction of a GI framework, then a 
more successful outcome is likely. The interests of the state can be economic (correc-
tion of the market failures as mentioned), as well as political e.g. the preservation of 
national heritage or biodiversity. An important role of the state, in line with these aims, 
is to seek an effective collaboration between state agencies and the private sector, so 
that the GI framework can be functional. The process of establishing a functioning GI 
framework is a learning process, as new actors could be brought together (e.g. intellec-
tual property and agriculture). 
Another aspect is that the setting up of a GI framework takes place in a country‘s pre-
established socio-economic environment. Therefore, interest groups, which are already 
strong, can use their existing power when it comes to the definition of the specific GI 
region, as well as the definition of quality standards. Particularly in countries where 
vulnerable groups might have great difficulty in participating in national processes, the 
establishment of a GI registration could create difficulties for some (small) producers of 
a genuine GI product. It is a question of the legal framework, the practical implementa-
tion process, and, as mentioned, the socio-cultural structures, as to how far small pro-
ducers are included in the definition of a protected GI and how they will be able to ben-
efit from it. Much depends, again, on the public sector‘s decision regarding whether to 
choose a purely economic perspective, how long or short term it may be, or a perspec-
tive of the preservation of the cultural, social and natural heritage. As a consequence, 
the effects of an introduction of GIs need to be measured against the expectations that 
determine the choice of the policy. 
Expected effects 
There are two levels on which an evaluation of the effects of GIs can provide valuable 
information. At the general economic level, the question arises as to whether GIs could 
be a way of remunerating the maintenance of public goods through the market and 
achieving all the other goals associated with GIs. At the individual producer level, the 
question is whether they can be rewarded for doing this and therefore strengthen their 
market power. In addition to this basic economic rationale, GIs seem to be spots of 
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political stakes thanks to (or because of) their collective nature and their regulation by 
the state. More precisely, some particular effects are expected for GIs because: 
 laws on GIs are often adopted during situations of crisis or paradigmatic chang-
es (such as the jump from planned to liberalized agriculture), and this is often (if 
not always) the same for initiatives to achieve an official recognition of GIs, as 
they are launched in relation to various situations of crisis in order to solve par-
ticular problems;  
 GIs (i.e. a designation attached to a specific product) have normally pre-existed 
for generations, and their recognition and protection correspond to particular 
needs that are raised at a certain time; 
 the involvement of public authorities in those processes of definition, recognition 
and protection is generally high, as GIs are perceived as public goods; and 
 in prescriptive systems, the use of the GI is conditioned to collective require-
ments resulting from discussions amongst producers, which necessarily and 
simultaneously address strategic orientations for the whole GI supply-chain. 
Endowing GIs with many different kinds of expectations, as may be explained by the 
circumstances listed above, is not inherent to the legal definition of GIs. Thus, this is-
sue is still being disputed between two opposite visions: the first being the legal and 
institutional ―normalization‖ of GIs as IPRs; the other being the maintenance of a status 
of exception for GIs as a hybrid concept. On a global scale, questioning the effects of 
GI protection requires consideration of the question concerning the very nature of GIs. 
Either this is a right focused on the product itself through a comprehensive definition of 
materials, methods, results etc., or it is a right focused on producers through specifica-
tion of the group of authorized users (possibly only according to the delimitation of a 
geographical area which would more or less correspond to an indication of source). In 
other words, if GIs are considered only and merely as an intellectual property right, 
there should be no particular rationale for requiring all of them to have positive impacts 
on socially desirable values because there is no such requirement for other IPRs. 
Nevertheless, various goals are explicitly assigned to GIs in prescriptive systems and 
these determine the framework, conditions and purposes of an evaluation of the effects 
of the protection of GIs. The intensiveness and preciseness of the expected effects are 
generally closely related to the content of the code of practices. When applying for the 
registration of a PDO-like GI, producers should normally formalize a standard for the 
product concerned — in terms of requirements regarding materials, methods and final 
result, which inevitably results in the reduction of both pre-existing and potential diversi-
ty in materials, methods and outcomes (for examples, see Bérard and Marchenay, 
2004). The aim of this reduction is to ensure a specific quality of the GI product in a 
collective and constant way. Thus, the nature of the effects of the registration of the GI 
will depend on the choices made in standardizing the product. The scope and intensity 
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of these effects will depend on the share of producers who will comply with the code of 
practices, as well as on the relative (economic, social, etc.) importance of the GI sup-
ply-chain in the geographical area concerned. The effects of the GI registration at the 
level of the national economy will also depend on the share of producers who stabilize 
or improve their market share versus possible losses related to those who might opt 
out of the GI protection scheme. 
Assessing the effects of GI protection 
As a consequence of this uncertain status for GIs – between the economic rationale 
that justifies their legal protection, and their potential role for public and private stake-
holders – assessing the effects of GI protection is a problematic exercise influenced by 
the scope of goals assigned to GIs. The difficulty does not only consist of identifying 
the explicit aims set in legal frameworks and official documents, but also of completing 
the picture with much less explicitly expressed aims, and of opening the perspective in 
order to reach the relevant systematic pattern. As an example, the codification of a GI 
product has effects on all three levels of biodiversity (genetic/infraspecific, species / 
interspecific and ecosystemic), as well as on both domestic and wild biological re-
sources. These effects derive as much from implicit provisions and outright omissions 
as they do from explicit specifications (Thévenod-Mottet, 2010). Moreover, the relative 
territorial importance of a GI system must also be taken into account. 
GIs cannot only have positive effects, however. As an example, the positive impact of a 
GI on the preservation of one or even several plant or animal varieties may be accom-
panied by negative effects on species and ecosystemic biodiversity. Furthermore, the 
economic success of a GI product may reduce the diversity of agricultural and food 
production in the relevant territory with related impacts on local biodiversity. Evaluating 
the effects of a GI at a territorial level would require a baseline assessment of all the 
aspects that are to be considered prior to registration of the product‘s specification, 
followed by regular monitoring thereafter. But even this way would have to take into 
account the fact that the GI registration is not something new that has been suddenly 
introduced into a closed system, but that it is something that stems from the local con-
text. In other words, it is likely that the moment of registration of a GI is not the very 
moment when the effects associated with the GI concept would appear. Even without 
entering into the debates on the methods, there is no doubt that such a global perspec-
tive would imply very high costs, or at least a very strong political will (in particular, for 
the collection and isolation of relevant statistical data). Such evaluation is far from the 
norm, either in public policies or scientific research, whether on single GI designations 
or on all GI products within the same GI standard. This is the case in the most mature 
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GI policy frameworks5, suggesting that the establishment of comprehensive assess-
ment mechanisms at international level is far from likely at the current time. 
As the existing models of GI frameworks in developing and emerging economies are 
relatively new, the evaluation of registered GIs in those countries is, as a consequence, 
of great actuality. The proposed method of participative research in this volume could 
be of particular interest to developing economies because of potential disparities in 
knowledge, power and finances between different groups that need to define together 
the respective territory and, if necessary, the code of practice. This requires compara-
ble data, especially from countries with similar situations, which would allow for a care-
ful selection of instruments at policy level. 
Evaluating for redefining? 
Comparing national legislations, the definition of GIs is currently characterised by a 
degree of heterogeneity that does not exist for other IPRs. Even among registered GIs 
within a common regulatory system such as the European one, there are at least two 
sources of heterogeneity. The first is based on incentives for seeking legal protection, 
leaving more or less room for associated goals; and the second is based on collective 
and state arbitration of each GI product‘s specifications. 
The integration of associated goals within GI standards will depend on how the interna-
tional system evolves; either towards a more explicit and prescriptive global standard, 
or towards a permissive system that treats GIs as little more than indications of source. 
Under the first scenario, it is likely that the GI standard would echo international de-
bates over sustainable development, traditional knowledge, climatic change, biodiversi-
ty preservation, etc., by incorporating these issues in its requirements. Under the se-
cond scenario, this incorporation would depend on the initiative of private and collective 
stakeholders and would probably be pursued through alternative standards such as the 
organic one. At the WTO and WIPO, debates over GIs currently focus on technical 
legal points and the scope of protection. These negotiations may result in an interna-
tional legal standard for GIs that includes a register of all specifically protected GIs. 
Nevertheless, GIs cannot be considered a genuine international standard if there is no 
common understanding of what is behind the denomination. Is it a mere trademark and 
indicator of source? Or does it say something about sensory qualities, tradition, sus-
tainability, biodiversity, etc.? GIs from two countries implementing the TRIPS definition 
in very different ways could potentially benefit from the same international legal protec-
tion of the IPR aspects of GI designation, but how would consumers interpret the 
meaning and status of a sign with such different content according to different coun-
tries? Consequently, the globalization of the concept also means that a redefinition 
might have to be negotiated with countries that newly adapt the system and might have 
                                               
5
  One exception is the study financed by the European Commission (London Economics, 2008) on the 
evaluation of the PDOs and PGIs policy, but this study was very unsatisfactory according to the quality 
assessment made by the EC itself, which is published together with the study on internet. 
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their own concerns. Evaluations, particularly in these countries, therefore seem crucial 
if a new global definition of GIs is to emerge and be accepted by parties of multination-
al organisations. 
No matter which goals are expected to be achieved with the legal implementation of 
GIs, be it the basic economic ones or additional political, social ecological ones, there 
is still a need for evaluations as to the degree these goals have been achieved. The 
introduction and the maintenance of a GI system is costly, not only for the state which 
supervises the whole process, but also for the farmers and processors involved in the 
definition of, and thus being bound to, the code of practice. So on the one hand, farm-
ers and processors would like to know whether it will be worth participating in a GI pro-
ject, or at least whether it was a profitable decision to take part, or what adaptations 
could be made to the system as it stands. On the other hand, the state is interested in 
the overall economic outcome, taking into account the given aims defined in advance, 
and weighting them against the ex post observed negative outcomes. 
The purpose of this publication is to provide a standardized methodology for assessing 
these positive and negative effects caused by the introduction of a GI system. There 
have been many attempts to evaluate the outcomes of GI systems of which an over-
view will be given in the following section. One of the main shortcomings of all these 
approaches is a relatively poor comparability of the different project outcomes. Due to 
the fact that the methodology presented here has a modular structure, it offers the pos-
sibility of comparing the effects between GI projects protecting different products in 
different regions and countries. This expected comparability, and some benchmarks 
which can be introduced after a certain amount of experience with the application of the 
methodology, will be a good basis for further discussions about the future of GIs, both 
at international and national level. 
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1 Introduction 
Recent research conducted in European countries has highlighted the ability of Geo-
graphical Indications (GIs) products to create economic value and to distribute a certain 
share of the price premium to the producers of the raw material in the rural area con-
cerned (Barjolle et al., 2007; Desbois and Néfussi, 2007). Economic value is the driving 
power of development. However, most GIs have the potential to create positive social 
and environmental effects to the benefit of rural development. In order to assess this, it 
is crucial to develop reliable methods that compare the global performance (economic, 
social, and environmental) of GI supply chains with conventional supply chains. 
Hence, encouraging GIs and their protection, as a means of promoting sustainable 
rural development, implies identifying the protected GIs’ territorial effects. Thus, 
demonstrating both the concrete and probable effects is a methodological challenge to 
be addressed. 
The following paper provides a comparison between the existing approaches in current 
research and aims at summarising the main lines in terms of the methodology and 
general results of corresponding studies. 
2 Measuring impacts: a tricky exercise 
Impacts are defined as being the positive and negative, intended and unintended, pri-
mary and secondary long-term effects. These effects can be economic, social, cultural, 
institutional, environmental, technological or of other types (OECD-DAC, 2002). In this 
paper, we define territorial impact as being the effect of the implementation of a GI sys-
tem, or protection scheme, in the three dimensions of sustainable rural development 
(economic, social and environmental) on the territory concerned. 
Assuming that territorialized food supply chains have territorial effects, leads to a 
methodological question: how to measure the supply chain’s territorial impact? The 
impact assessment should enable the investigators to answer a question such as: 
“what would the situation be if no initiative had been taken and farmers had to rely on 
conventional patterns of development?” (Knickel and Renting, 2000). 
Assessing territorial impact is a challenging exercise that needs: 
 a clear research question (impact of what?, impact on what?) 
 a reference point (comparisons) either diachronic (time series, before/after) 
and/or synchronic (cross section, with/without). 
As far as GIs are concerned, it is very difficult to distinguish the impact of the supply 
chain itself (and the dynamic of its collective organisation) from the impact of a special 
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protection scheme (for instance, a PDO1 protection) (Belletti and Marescotti, 2006). 
The chain of causality is difficult to establish, given that acquiring legal protection which 
attains a high economic performance, as well as building a strong collective organisa-
tion, are objectives that strengthen each other. 
“Before/after” studies rarely measure impacts accurately. Baseline data (before the 
intervention) and end-line data (after the intervention) give facts about the development 
over time and describe what is factual for the supply chain (not what is counterfactual) 
(Leeuw and Vaessen, 2009). The differential observed by comparing before/after data 
is rarely caused by the intervention alone, since other factors and processes influence 
development, both in time and space (Leeuw and Vaessen, 2009). For example, in 
evaluating the impact of GI initiatives, we must control the influence of changing market 
conditions or agricultural policy. 
The “with/without” approach aims at comparing the situation observed with “what would 
have happened in the absence of the intervention” (the without, or counterfactual). 
Such a comparison is challenging since it is not possible to observe how the situation 
would have been. It has to be constructed by the evaluator (Leeuw and Vaessen, 
2009). 
Randomisation of intervention is considered to be the best way to create an equivalent 
(other things being equal) (Duflo and Kremer, 2005; Leeuw and Vaessen, 2009). Ran-
dom assignment to the participant and control group guarantees that the two groups 
will have similar average characteristics. Unfortunately, it is hardly possible to design 
such an experimental approach in the case of GIs’ territorial impact evaluation, since 
GIs are based on voluntary participation and since the evaluation concerns various 
territorial effects on a delimited territory. This leads to difficulties in identifying an area 
outside the GI geographical limits, all things being equal, and in quantifying spill-over 
effects. 
However, a recent study made a significant methodological contribution to this ap-
proach. Jena and Grote (2010) designed a stratified random sampling and analysed 
the GI impact of Basmati rice producers in terms of income and welfare. The study 
clearly identified a counterfactual element (non-GI rice producers in the same area) 
and paves the way for further econometrics research (see below for the results of the 
study). 
In parallel to the comparative design, a relevant set of indicators must be selected. In 
technical terms, indicators are statistical variables which transform data into useful in-
formation (OECD, 1994). Regarding the selection of indicators, the challenge is to 
choose a set of indicators which best reflects the holistic assessment that is needed 
                                               
1
 PDO means Protected Designation of Origin. It corresponds to the legal regime of sui generis protec-
tion as implemented in the European Union for agricultural products and foodstuffs (European regula-
tion 510/06). For more detail see Thévenod-Mottet (2006). 
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when dealing with development and sustainability. Moreover, official data of sufficient 
reach and quality is scarce at the supply chain level. Additionally, a question challeng-
ing the researchers is whether it is appropriate to aggregate indicators or to compare 
profiles of supply chains. 
Some criteria are measured with objective quantitative data. “Objective methods” pro-
vide a snapshot of the impact differential between two states, permitting the compari-
son between farms, regions or supply chains. This differential can either be calculated 
for two different moments in time (diachronic evaluation, the reference is the object 
“before”) or for two objects “other things being equal” (synchronic evaluation, the refer-
ence must be defined by the evaluator). These methods are based on a comparison of 
indicators which can be directly measured (hard data such as numbers, prices, and 
percentages). The main sources are statistical data, accounts data, surveys and field 
observations. Nevertheless, more qualitative indicators can also be introduced (for ex-
ample educational level). Often, researchers establish a ranking system based on ex-
pert and stakeholder interviews. Several scales of analysis are possible. 
However, methodologies developed to assess territorial effects cannot be purely objec-
tive. The selection of the comparison point(s) and the indicators, though seeking objec-
tivity, results from a process that implies some subjective points of view (van der Ploeg 
et al., 2000). “Objective methods” are valuable since they rely on sound statistical data 
(hard data). However, due to lack of data, they do not ensure a systematic analysis of 
the whole territorial influence of a GI system. 
Some criteria cannot be measured directly (such as landscape aesthetics), and the 
system of indicators might become too complex, due to a high number of variables that 
are difficult to measure. New methods have been developed to overcome these limits. 
Contrary to “objective” methods, “subjective” ones allow the systematic measurement 
of numerous indicators. These surveys provide subjective quantitative data. They 
measure stakeholders’ acknowledgment of the effects of a PDO initiative on rural terri-
tories as compared to the main competing supply chains. They also highlight diverging 
opinions or, on the contrary, consensus regarding the contribution of such initiatives to 
rural development. 
Despite these methodological difficulties, various studies on GIs in Europe conclude 
that in most cases the existence of positive effects can be shown. They identify key 
factors, in the ways in which these initiatives are organized, which may reinforce their 
capacity to provide economic, social and environmental positive externalities (Barjolle 
and Sylvander, 2002; Barjolle et al., 2007). 
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3 GIs’ territorial impact assessment: a review of main studies 
The early works that explored the potential of GIs to improve rural livelihoods (based 
on local resources), and thus advance rural development were simultaneously devel-
oped in France, Italy and Switzerland a decade ago. The DOLPHINS2 team developed 
a conceptual framework that links characteristics of a GI archetype to potential effects 
on the territory (Belletti and Marescotti, 2002). Pacciani et al. (2001) developed the 
typology of GI governance in relation with territorial effects, whilst the GIS3 Alpes du 
Nord (France) started to develop assessment methods. In order to analyse the territori-
al impact, synchronic comparisons were applied in the framework of the Pressures-
State-Response (PSR) model (traditionally used in environmental sciences) (Larbouret, 
2000; Paus, 2001; Paus, 2003). Frayssignes (2001) worked on the elaboration of as-
sessment grids, and Barjolle and Thévenod-Mottet (2004) used a diachronic compari-
son to assess the effects of the recognition of a PDO for the Abondance cheese. An 
attempt at a participatory approach was made through the commitment of local stake-
holders to select and measure relevant indicators (hard data) in the case of the Ra-
clette du Valais (Paus, 2003). 
Studies dealing with economic performance are more popular in the field of agro-food 
initiatives than in those dealing with the two other pillars of sustainable development. 
Numerous studies on GIs investigate their economic performance (with emphasis on 
producers’ price premium, generally in comparison to their industrially-produced coun-
terparts) (Babcock and Clemens, 2004; Barjolle et al., 2007; Desbois and Néfussi, 
2007; Bramley et al., 2009). It is worth mentioning the recent extensive review carried 
out by Bramley et al. (2009) where prices and welfare analysis are discussed (see also 
Anders et al., 2009; Mérel, 2009) and the willingness to pay for GIs in the light of differ-
ent methods (e.g., hedonic pricing, conjoint analysis). The relationship between envi-
ronmental values and GI systems, which includes ecosystem pollution, biodiversity, 
landscape etc., is the least studied dimension. Nevertheless, researchers have started 
exploring it with great interest (see for example Gauttier, 2006; Bowen and Gerritsen, 
2007; Garcia et al., 2007; Riccheri et al., 2007; Cavrois, 2009). 
In 2006, in the framework of the SINER-GI4 project, a first review of studies was pro-
vided (Reviron and Paus, 2006). The following paragraph is an extended and up-dated 
version of this review. 
                                               
2
 Development of Origin Labeled products: humanity, innovation and sustainability. European Union 
concerted action QLK-2000-00593 financed by the fifth framework of the European Community for the 
research, technological development and demonstration activities (1998-2002). 
3
 GIS is the acronym of “Groupement d’Intérêt Scientifique”, a French framework for research programs 
based on collaboration between research and/or development partners. The GIS Alpes du Nord be-
came the present GIS Alpes Jura. 
4
 SINER-GI - Strengthening International Research on Geographical Indications: from research founda-
tion to consistent policy. European research project funded by the European Commission and the 
Swiss Government. 
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3.1 Measuring impacts  
3.1.1  “Objective” methods 
Many research studies base their assessment on “objective methods”. The first five 
studies presented hereafter are diachronic evaluations (“before/after historical ap-
proach”). The last studies presented are synchronic (“with/without approach”) ones. 
 Simulation of changes in the code of practice. Hauser (1997) simulated the evo-
lution of the rural territory after a modification of the code of practice of Saint-
Marcellin PDO cheese that would oblige the producers to use less than 50% of 
maize silage in the winter feed ration. The study shows that this new limitation 
would reduce the risk of land abandonment. 
 Transaction costs theory. Barjolle and Thévenod-Mottet (2004) used the trans-
action costs theory to evaluate the impacts of the PDO registration of Abon-
dance cheese on the spatial distribution of the supply chain and the type of pro-
duction (on-farm vs. dairy production). The study shows that among all the dif-
ferent explanatory factors, three are directly linked to the PDO registration: the 
delimitation of the area of origin, the notoriety of the product and the possibility 
to distinguish the labelling according to the different types of production (on-
farm processing vs. processing in dairy units). On the one hand, the registration 
did not help to keep traditional cheese dairies in the area where the cheese was 
first produced and it did not slow down the industrial concentration of cheese 
production. On the other hand, the PDO did play a role in the increase of farm 
production. 
 Statistics on volumes and sales. Suh and MacPherson (2007) analysed, with a 
diachronic approach, the impact of the registration of the Korean GI “Boseong 
green tea” on production volume and sales. Production increased from 500 tons 
in 1997 to 1200 tons in 2005 and the market price increased by 90% between 
2002 and 2006, whereas prices for domestic tea grown elsewhere in Korea 
hardly changed at all. These results highlight the effectiveness of the GI in a 
context of rising import competition through trade liberalisation. Moreover, the 
authors emphasised the impact of the GI on tourism and the preservation of re-
gional cultural heritage (green tea festival, train tours). 
 Semi-structured interviews and surveys of farmers. Bowen and Valenzuela Za-
pata (2009) examined the social, economic and ecological impacts that the 
agave-tequila industry has had on one community in tequila’s region of origin. 
They show that two main factors, the cycles of surplus and shortage of agave 
and the changing production relations in the agave-tequila industry have led to 
negative effects in terms of sustainability. According to the authors, economic 
insecurity among farm households increased the use of chemical additives and 
the overall decline in fertilizer application is due to the failure of the GI code of 
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practices for tequila to value the ways in which the terroir of tequila’s region of 
origin have contributed to its specific properties. 
 Evolution of added value. Based on a comparison between a study realised in 
2000 (Zaugg, 2001), which aimed at calculating the creation of added value 
within the Tête de Moine PDO supply chain, Isler (2007) extended the study to 
2006 data. The comparison shows job creation in the region at each level of the 
supply chain (linked to the production as well as to the promotion of the prod-
uct), despite a negative trend at national level in the same sector. It is assessed 
that 60% of the added value remains in the region. It highlights the importance 
of job creation – however small in quantitative terms – in remote areas. 
 Economic concept of the territorial rent. Hirczak et al. (2005) used this concept 
to determine whether a bundle of local products can have a positive impact on 
the territory in terms of attractiveness and image and can be part of a strategy 
for local development. The study shows that the basket of goods can be an in-
teresting and efficient tool for regional development and that a PDO product 
may be the leading product in the basket. 
 Comparison between PDO supply chains and the national supply chain. Coutre-
Picart (1999) compared several PDO cheese supply chains of the northern Alps 
in France with the national cheese supply chain in order to determine whether 
the PDO supply chains have a positive economic impact in the region. The 
study highlights a clear economic performance of the PDO cheese supply 
chains, with effects on the territory in terms of added value, employment and in-
vestments. Chatellier and Delattre (2003) used the same method and found that 
the PDO cheese supply chains of the northern Alps have the same income per 
work unit (compared with the national cheese supply chain) despite lower sub-
sidies. 
Desbois and Néfussi (2007) compared PDO and non-labelled products with the 
data of the Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN), an instrument for evaluat-
ing the income of agricultural holdings and the impact of the Common Agricul-
tural Policy. Regarding the French dairy production, the authors highlighted a 
significant difference in the prices paid to producers, in favour of the PDO. 
Moreover, they stated that this added value is not totally absorbed by higher 
production costs. 
 Comparison between a PDO and an industrial supply chain within the same ar-
ea or in similar administrative areas. De Roest and Menghi (2002) compared 
the PDO Parmigiano Reggiano cheese supply chain to the industrial milk supply 
chain with regard to economic and environmental performance. The milk price, 
the farm structure, the employment per head of cattle and the balance of nitro-
gen were used as indicators. The results show that the PDO supply chain gen-
erates higher employment levels both on dairy farms and in the cheese dairies 
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because of labour-intensive practices. Moreover, the results show a lower loss 
of nitrogen per hectare due to a specific farming system (different cow feeding 
regimes). Furthermore, the study illustrates the importance of strong links be-
tween the actors and local culture and history for the success of a quality prod-
uct. 
Dupont (2003) used the same method and compared the PDO Comté cheese 
with the industrialised French Emmental cheese. In a combined diachron-
ic/synchronic approach, the study highlights various positive effects of the PDO 
supply chain: increase in production, higher premiums to the producers, higher 
farmer incomes, slowdown of rural exodus, preservation of an outstanding 
landscape, development of agro-tourism. 
Paus (2003) conducted a study in which she researched on indicator weighting 
and aggregation issues for a better communication of global impacts of PDO 
supply chains. In that perspective, she compared the Raclette du Valais cheese 
supply chain (in the process of being registered as a PDO) and the consump-
tion milk supply chain (in the nearby valley) with regard to the different dimen-
sions of sustainability. She found that the Raclette cheese supply chain fa-
voured the upkeep of land and helped maintain local knowledge and regional 
specificity through the production of typical cheese in many small dairies. No 
significant differences were found in terms of environmental impact. This result 
might be explained by the fact that the Swiss agricultural policy is very demand-
ing with regard to environmental requirements. 
Hauwuy et al. (2006) combined this method and the one mentioned above 
(comparison with the national supply chain) to find out whether the PDO chees-
es in the northern Alps have impacts in terms of agricultural dynamics, use of 
space, environmental performance and social relations. They found that the 
PDO cheese supply chains have a positive impact on agricultural dynamics in 
the production areas, that the incomes are similar to the French average, de-
spite the smaller farm sizes (milk quotas), that the annual worker units em-
ployed are higher and the direct subsidies lower. On the other hand, the pres-
ence of a PDO supply chain does not seem to reinforce the direct participation 
of the farms in tourist activities, such as direct sales or agri-tourism. These ac-
tivities are stimulated, but mostly carried out by non-farmers. 
Vakoufaris (2010) stressed that “the impact of Laotyri Mytilinis PDO cheese is, 
on one hand, very important for the island of Lesvos but, on the other hand, not 
radically different when compared to the impact of Graviera, a close substitute 
and non-PDO cheese, which is also produced in the area by the same actors”. 
Nevertheless, he mentioned an increase in production of more than 100% be-
tween 1998 and 2005 (to 626 tons) for the PDO cheese, whilst during the same 
period, the production of the substitute dropped from 957 to 696 tons. However, 
no price premium at producers’ levels was observed. 
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Jena and Grote (2010) recently developed a procedure following a stratified 
random sampling to analyse the economic benefits of a GI in the example of 
Basmati rice. The authors surveyed 300 farmer households. The findings show 
that, despite higher production costs, Basmati rice is more profitable than the 
non-GI rice varieties. However, it is less profitable than the sugarcane, which is 
not a staple food, contrary to rice, that provides food security to the farmers. 
The results confirm an increment of net income from GI rice cultivation and 
support the hypothesis that GI adoption enhances the welfare of the house-
holds. The authors, nevertheless, are careful not to generalise the findings, as 
the studied product presents two particularities: it is an old well-known GI that 
has reached a significant value on export markets. 
 Overlay of environmental indicators and the number of PDO products in the 
same territory. Hirczak and Mollard (2004) used this method of space overlays 
to determine whether the PDO differentiation offers a significant increase of en-
vironmental quality in the geographical areas concerned. The results show that 
a positive correlation can be observed between the PDO cheeses and the envi-
ronmental quality. The density of producers is one of the favourable factors; 
however this link is neither univalent, nor systematic. 
 Benchmarking of PDOs. Barjolle et al. (2007) studied the economic perfor-
mance of PDO cheese supply chains in order to determine whether a PDO pro-
tection is a guarantee for creating and sharing added value with producers. The 
comparisons of quantitative data, regarding prices at different levels of the sup-
ply chain of various PDO cheeses in France and Switzerland, show that the 
PDO cheese organisations can obtain a premium at the consumer level and 
distribute this extra value to the producers. However, this performance is not 
guaranteed by the PDO registration and is the result of collective action. 
Frayssignes (2005) compared French PDO cheese supply chains and analysed 
their contribution in terms of territorial development. He introduced two con-
cepts: the concept of territorial anchoring and the concept of “PDO pole” (pôle 
AOC) that corresponds to a juxtaposition of several PDO supply chains and co-
operation on the same territory. He found that the PDO supply chains only had 
a relatively small impact on the local economy. Nevertheless, he highlighted 
positive effects, such as price premium and valorisation of the profession of 
farmer. 
Williams and Penker (2009) compared two case studies, the PGI Welsh Lamb 
and the PDO Jersey Royal Potato. The authors could not identify profound di-
rect links associating the two products with ecological, economic and social ef-
fects. However, they found many indirect links. The GIs evaluated were more 
strongly tied to economic and social values than to ecological considerations. 
Moreover, the authors stressed that no significant territorial disadvantages were 
revealed. 
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 Analysis of the environmental components of the code of practice of the Swiss 
PDO/PGI products. Thévenod-Mottet and Klingemann (2007) analysed the 
code of practice of the Swiss PDO/PGI products in order to identify the rules 
with potential positive direct or indirect effects on the environment. The results 
show that, even though the Swiss ordinance on PDOs and PGIs does not re-
quire more environmentally friendly production methods than for standard Swiss 
products, some rules included in the code of practice could have positive exter-
nal impacts on the environment. For instance, biodiversity could be enhanced 
by the obligation to use rare or ancient varieties or homemade leaven and the 
requirement to feed the cows with grass. 
3.1.2 “Subjective” methods 
Some research studies base their assessment on “subjective methods”. The idea is to 
ask informed people to grade initiatives regarding various items in order to evaluate 
their perception of the positive or negative external effects on the marketing of a prod-
uct. 
 Benchmarking and Likert scale between the PDO and its competing supply 
chains. Lehmann et al. (2000) studied the side-effects on the territory of various 
regional agro-food supply chains in the canton of Valais (Switzerland), using the 
Likert scale method. Paus and Reviron (2010) used the same method to com-
pare the effects of Rye Bread of Valais PDO on rural development with its main 
competitors. The study highlights the excellent grades obtained by the PDO 
supply chain for the economic, social and environmental dimensions and shows 
the positive effects of a well-positioned PDO initiative, with a good consensus 
among the persons interviewed. 
 Benchmarking between GI supply chains. Chapados and Sautier (2009) es-
tablished a benchmarking between the Rooibos (South Africa), the Pico Duarte 
coffee (Dominican Republic), the Tequila (Mexico) and the Pampa Gaúcho da 
Campanha Meridional (Brazil). As the economic performance, as well as the 
territorial process, strongly vary from one case to another, the authors studied 
the mechanisms that might induce territorial effects (e.g. the specification of the 
product and the definition of the production area). The results show how the de-
cisions taken by the actors have impact on potential and recognised economic, 
environmental, social and cultural effects. They also highlight the need to identi-
fy potentially negative effects. 
 Analysis of the practices linked to sustainable development in PDO and PGI or-
ganisations. Ollagnon and Touzard (2007) conducted a survey to characterise 
practices linked to sustainable development in PGI and PDO organisations in 
France. The results of the 141 PDOs and PGIs investigated show that the or-
ganisations predominantly conduct economic activities (mostly collective pro-
motion, fairs and websites). However, they also claim to conduct actions linked 
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to the environment (most frequently mentioned actions: reduction of pollution 
through changes in the code of practice, soil preservation, setting up of good 
practices), actions linked to heritage and culture (e.g. festive events), and ac-
tions linked to social cohesion and solidarity (e.g., training, participation in the 
social life of the territory). The results show that the investigated GI organisa-
tions undertake numerous and various voluntary actions in the fields of sustain-
able development and management of resources. 
There are more and more studies regarding non-European GI systems. However, most 
of them are descriptive analyses, and do not follow a comparative approach, nor do 
they focus on the specific effects of the GI protection (one noteworthy exception is the 
paper by Jena and Grote, 2010). There is a another valuable contribution which should 
be mentioned here: the diachronic study undertaken by Lybbert et al. (2010) that anal-
yses the impact of the Argan oil boom (but not the GI) on households and the Argan 
forest between 1999 and 2007, revealing a slight improvement in the household in-
come, and no improvement in terms of forest conservation.  
Indeed, in emergent markets, the effects of the GI protection are even harder to distin-
guish from the other elements in the development of the supply chain. Additionally, it is 
worth noting that new topics emerged regarding territorial effects in comparison with 
European cases (El Benni and Reviron, 2009): biodiversity conservation (e.g. Argan oil, 
Coorg honey, Timiz pepper, Rooibos) (Lybbert et al., 2004; Garcia et al., 2007; 
Barlagne et al., 2009; Fournier et al., 2009; Leclercq et al., 2009; Simenel and Michon, 
2009; Lybbert et al., 2010), and the status of unprivileged individuals (women in the 
case of Argan oil, coloured people in the case of Rooibos) (Leclercq, 2010; Lybbert et 
al., 2010). 
3.2 Measure of expectations 
For GI systems in progress but not yet established, as is the case in many non-
European countries as mentioned above, it is not possible to assess their effective im-
pacts. It is only possible to identify and assess factors on which the GI system or pro-
tection scheme could potentially have an impact. These expectations of potential im-
pacts are often related to the main motivations of initiators, facilitators or backers (e.g. 
foreign aid agencies) of GI systems and protection schemes.  
 Fournier et al. (2010) analysed the case of the shallot from the Dogon Plateau 
(Mali), and discussed the potential impact of the GI registration on the supply 
chain as well as on the territory. Higher prices for the shallot, as well as access 
to new markets, are expected. Moreover, the authors stress the need for coor-
dination and collective organisation amongst local actors to obtain positive terri-
torial effects. The authors depict ambivalent progress with regard to the collec-
tive initiative and warn against a registration that would not be coupled with ter-
ritorial benefits. 
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 In the framework of the SINER-GI (2005-2008) project, a measure of expecta-
tions of GI buildings was established for the fourteen investigated case studies. 
A common methodological framework has been developed to analyse GI im-
pacts with regard to expectations (Barjolle et al., 2009). Barjolle et al. (2009) es-
tablished the following typology for “GIs in progress”:  
– “enthusiastic”: the most important expected impacts are market stabili-
sation or increase, the value added in the region, but also the preserva-
tion of local breeds or varieties. The expectations are high for the three 
dimensions of sustainability;  
– “socio-environmentalist”: the expectations on economic issues are less 
important than the social and the environmental ones. The initiatives 
mainly stem from a demand for recognition of specific farming practices. 
Indeed, these extensive and traditional farming practices are well 
adapted to the area;  
– “undecided”: the highest scores are given to the expected economic im-
pacts. Nevertheless, for certain products, key actors consider the food 
safety and hygienic rules as being important drivers. Indeed, the evolu-
tion of general standards might put GI products under pressure. In gen-
eral, issues related to the environment or society are considered as less 
important for the local stakeholders.  
The authors concluded that for the products considered, there are clearly more expec-
tations in terms of economic effects from GIs. The other dimensions are nevertheless 
also important but in diverse ways, depending on special concerns in the local context. 
For the local actors or the external initiators of the GI initiatives, the consensus con-
cerning the potential impact is a good starting point as it leads to common objectives. 
The role of an external facilitator can be precisely to shed some light on the conflicts of 
interests or the common perceptions of the stakes, in order to facilitate the compromise 
regarding the delimitation of a geographical area or the definition of the conditions of 
production (Paus, 2010). 
4 Conclusion 
Impact assessment might concern a GI system (supply chain and network), the protec-
tion scheme (legal framework) or a cooperation project or programme aiming at imple-
menting GI regulations. These evaluations require different perspectives and methods. 
The literature review presented above provides interesting methods and strong results 
and shows that the assessment of effects of GI systems or protection schemes has 
become an important research topic. Case studies investigated mainly come from 
southern Europe, where the culture of protecting GIs is historically embedded. As for 
example, France has a century of history in promoting official origin-based quality signs 
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(Sylvander et al., 2007). Nevertheless, a growing interest in impact evaluation ap-
peared in countries that recently established GIs’ policies.  
As more and more cooperation programmes are being launched in transition and de-
veloping countries (Barjolle and Salvadori, 2010), there is a need for a more robust and 
systematic methodology to assess the effects of both the GI framework and the regis-
tration of products. The general methodology presented hereafter is a valuable contri-
bution to this objective. 
4.1 Regarding the results 
The literature review shows that the protection cannot by itself guarantee benefits for 
rural development. GI registration does not guarantee a fair distribution of value to pro-
ducers nor positive environmental and social effects. These effects depend strongly on 
the quality of the supply chain governance and on the elements of the code of practic-
es. In the EU, collective organization has been identified as a crucial success factor. 
The research studies clearly identify the ability of GI production systems to create or 
reinforce positive effects on rural development, which are very welcome in marginal 
areas. These benefits come from differentiation: a special quality linked to the territory 
is acknowledged by consumers in the country and outside. This Unique Selling Propo-
sition is defined by a written code of practices and guaranteed by certification. GIs’ 
production often has the potential to obtain positive environmental and social side ef-
fects, which often justify external support from public authorities and NGOs. But the 
commercial idea and value creation process should not be hampered by too many ex-
ternal objectives. 
4.2 Regarding the methods 
Many methodological difficulties arise, such as the choice of a reference point for the 
synchronic approach, the collection of reliable data, the choice between objective or 
subjective methods, the sampling procedure adopted in the subjective method, and the 
separation of causes, as many factors work together. No single well-established meth-
od for measuring the impact of the implementation of a GI system or protection scheme 
exists. 
Each method has its limitations: the specific point of view of the analysis, the size of the 
territory, the dimensions taken into account for the impacts (economic, social, and envi-
ronmental), the number of indicators investigated and their prioritisation and aggrega-
tion, the size of the survey sample, the level of participation of external or internal 
stakeholders. 
To overcome some of these limitations, participative approaches in the case of GIs’ 
impact assessment have recently been applied to measure the territorial performance 
of two French PDO cheese initiatives (Reboul, 2010). Originating from the evaluation 
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toolbox of development projects, this approach has an interesting potential in non-
European countries, in particular in situations of data scarcity. 
Given that the building of GIs relies on the objectives of diverse actors (e.g., proces-
sors, farmers, donors, initiators), participatory evaluations enable the investigators to 
measure the achievement of objectives and evaluate the commitment of local actors. 
Moreover, participative approaches re-check interpretations with local actors and en-
sure a better determination of the causality chain. Finally, they contribute to ensure that 
political decisions are based on real needs of the population concerned. 
Besides quantitative methods, qualitative analyses are also necessary to deal with im-
portant aspects, such as potential conflict(s) within the supply chain, exclusion of ac-
tors, and capacity to mobilise effective networks. 
Indeed, beyond usual socio-economic and environmental indicators, such as farmer’s 
income and use of pesticide, it is worth noting that impacts of GI implementation en-
compass processes that are difficult to measure. Partnership, participation, ownership, 
and empowerment are results that are particularly difficult to assess quantitatively. As 
Leeuw and Vaessen (2009) stressed, these aspects are promoted in policy, and are 
hardly reflected in evaluation practices. However, studies showed that partnership is a 
result which is crucial in the early stage of a GI-building process (Paus, 2010). 
The participative approach developed in the methodology presented hereafter is a pre-
cious contribution to this research development field. 
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1 Introduction 
The legal protection given to Geographical Indications (GIs) is an issue of growing 
worldwide interest and concern. From a purely normative and regulatory point of view, 
this interest stems from the need of World Trade Organization (WTO) member states to 
implement the TRIPS agreement (1994), which mandated member States to provide 
legal means for protecting GIs. From an economic and social standpoint, interest is 
growing because of increasing international competition on the level of product quality 
differentiation, where quality means all attributes, including emotional ones, that help 
products to stand out and avoid competing purely on price. 
As a consequence, many public and private stakeholders at both local and global lev-
els have fostered this new turn to quality. GIs appear to be one of the more interesting 
and “locally manageable” tools for attaining this aim. 
It is often assumed that the protection of GIs, according to some national or interna-
tional rules, is a means for achieving success in the marketplace and generating eco-
nomic benefits for local producers, but also for achieving more general social and envi-
ronmental effects. However, little has been done to evaluate the many types of effects 
from the legal protection of GIs, and no comprehensive methodology for evaluating 
those effects has been developed. 
This study aims to make a contribution toward such a methodology and reverse this 
surprising lack of knowledge. 
It has two objectives. First, it seeks to provide a general methodology for monitoring 
and evaluating the effects of introducing a “GI framework”, a legal and institutional 
framework for the recognition, registration, protection and management of all GIs in a 
given country. Second, the study seeks to provide a general methodology for evaluat-
ing the effects that registering a single GI will have on the “GI system” (that system be-
ing the socio-economic network associated with the supply chain of one particular GI 
product). 
Section 2 introduces and discusses the concepts and some specific features of Origin 
Products and GIs, to derive some premises useful for the design of a monitoring and 
evaluation tool. 
Section 3 covers some basic methodological issues related to the evaluation of GI ef-
fects and establishes some key points for the development of the monitoring and eval-
uation tool. 
Sections 4 and 5 report, from an economic, social and environmental point of view, the 
typology of effects that the national GI framework and the registration of a single GI at 
product level may exert. 
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Section 6 gives some practical guidelines for the monitoring and evaluation of GIs, ac-
cording to the framework discussed in the previous sections. 
Section 7 contains a short synthesis of the report‟s main issues. 
The proposed methodology has been tested in the case of Jamaica and examples cit-
ed in this report refer to some Jamaican products which might be registered under the 
recently established national sui generis legislation. 
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2 Specific Features of Origin Products and Geographical In-
dications 
2.1 Introductory definitions 
This study aims to provide a general methodology for evaluating the effects of both (a) 
the national GI framework and (b) the recognition of specific Registered GI (RGI) prod-
ucts according to the GI framework. A preliminary, working definition of both concepts 
is needed to clearly define the objects of analysis and to highlight some of their most 
relevant features. 
2.1.1 The GI framework 
The GI framework is defined as the legal and institutional framework for the recogni-
tion, registration, protection and management of all GIs in a given territory, normally a 
State or a union of States (as in the case of the European Union).  
The TRIPS Agreement obliges all WTO member States to provide some kind of legal 
means to protect GIs. Member states, however, are free to choose the most appropri-
ate implementation tool according to their own legal system and practice, provided that 
the aims of protection are attained.  
According to a strictly “legal vision”, a GI framework should provide, as a basis, both a 
definition of GI (the concept) and a mechanism to recognise GIs, specifying the pro-
ducers who hold the right to apply for and use the protected GI (right to use), and the 
tools to prevent the use of the GI on products which do not comply with the agreed 
rules of use (right to prevent the use). 
Generally speaking, a GI legal framework is the set of laws, decrees and administrative 
procedures allowing stakeholders of each eligible product to apply for the registration of 
a GI and obtain protection against illegitimate or incorrect use of it. For exported prod-
ucts, the situation is more complex, and the effectiveness of the GI depends mainly on 
the recognition of the national GI system in foreign countries. 
On a global scale, there are many ways to protect and regulate the use of GIs (Thé-
venod-Mottet, 2006). Currently, there seems to be three main systems: 1) laws focus-
ing on business practices; 2) trademarks; and 3) sui generis protection (WTO, 2003). 
The complexity of these systems is partly due to the role of trademarks in Intellectual 
Property (IP) law, as these systems are often used for GIs even in countries oriented to 
sui generis protection. Moreover, sui generis protection generally applies to a limited 
range of products, or may differ from one type of product to another. 
Different legal tools of protection in different countries may protect one GI. Such tools 
can also be the ground for conflicts in IP rights, especially conflicts between GIs and 
trademarks. The tools do not address the collective nature of the IP right attached to 
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GIs in the same meaning and to the same extent, and that may also be a problem 
when defining a universal concept for GIs (Thévenod-Mottet, 2006). 
The public approach to GIs often goes further, charging GI protection with wider politi-
cal aims. While many expectations related to GI protection focus on supply chain man-
agement and marketing improvement, other goals may include supporting rural devel-
opment, enhancing social participation and organisation, and preserving the environ-
ment and biodiversity (Marescotti, 2003; Belletti and Marescotti, 2009; Wallet and Isla, 
2009; Sylvander et al., 2006). 
This report is focused on building a methodology for evaluating and monitoring the ef-
fects of a GI framework, by trying to capture the most relevant features of the frame-
work according to the explicit aims declared in the GI framework‟s official documents. 
Nevertheless, the GI framework is only a component of a wider GI policy that seeks to 
support GI systems and enhance positive impacts on local sustainable dynamics (eco-
nomic, social and environmental), even while facing possible negative effects (Belletti 
and Marescotti, 2008). In particular, structural problems affecting agriculture, the food 
industry and retail environments; problems of coordination among firms; access to 
credit; and human capital and professional competencies should be considered in an 
integrated way when creating a comprehensive and integrated GI policy. 
2.1.2 Origin Products (OPs) and Geographical Indication Products (GIPs) 
To understand the effects of recognising and protecting a Geographical Indication, it is 
important to distinguish products with specific links to their territories of origin (which 
often bear a geographical name or identifier) from those officially recognised as GIs 
based on an Intellectual Property Right (IPR) protection scheme, the above mentioned 
“GI framework”. 
Such Origin Products (OPs), being linked to a specific territory, are characterised to 
varying degrees of importance by one or more of the following key elements: 
 material characteristics that make them “special” (no other products having 
similar characteristics); 
 specificity of natural and human resources used in the production process; 
 history and tradition of the product, and links to history and tradition of the local 
population; 
 a collective dimension (many actors involved) and local, shared knowledge with 
regard to both production and consumption. 
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Source: Thévenod-Mottet (2006); Belletti and Marescotti (2006) 
 
GI products (GIPs) are OPs named or labelled with a GI. Thus, the GI used for a GI 
product differentiates it from an OP. 
Registered GIs1 (RGIs), or Registered GI products (RGIPs), are GIs protected by spe-
cial legal means. Hence, GI protection by special legal tools requires an official “recog-
nition” granted through either a formal registration process, an administrative act or a 
court decision. 
In most national legal frameworks, the registration of a GI is based on a Code of Prac-
tice (CoP). The CoP is a document specifying the GI product‟s attributes in relation to 
its geographical origin. It also describes the product and its production methods, laying 
down requirements not only for modes of production but also, where applicable, for 
processing, packaging, and labelling, among others. Any party using the GI must meet 
the requirements established by stakeholder consensus in the respective GI‟s value 
chain and laid down in the CoP.  
A control plan can lay out the checking procedure of the CoP‟s various rules of com-
pliance. The plan is a management tool identifying the control points in the critical 
stages of production and the means of verifying conformity to CoP requirements. 
A guarantee system can ensure the presence of attributes and compliance with speci-
fications mentioned in the CoP (assessable criteria and critical points of the control 
plan: what is to be controlled, when and by whom, and the type of sanction).  
                                               
1
  RGI or RGIP will be used to avoid any confusion with PGI, which is a legally defined category in many 
sui generis legal frames, whereas the special means of protection can exist in other legal frames such 
as case-by-case legal definitions or court decisions. 
GI Products Origin 
Products Registered GI 
Products 
GI Products 
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Finally, enforcement is the process through which norms have legal force and effect. 
The rules collectively established for the GI product by means of the CoP must be en-
forced against those misappropriating the GI. The GI‟s producers can enforce these 
rules through a court, or national authorities may give the producers official standing. In 
addition, enforcement is often granted through ex officio actions by national authorities, 
who also may take some action concerning usurpations in third countries. 
From the production side, OPs and GIPs are the end-result of local production systems 
and supply chains making use of specific local resources in the production process. 
When the GI registration is obtained, a sub-system of firms, using the recognised GI 
according to specific rules, can be identified inside the OP production system. This 
sub-system is called the GI production system. The boundaries between the GI and the 
non-GI part of the OP system are very often not fixed and move over time (firms cannot 
use the GI outside the special protection scheme rules, and the same firm can make 
use of the registered GI for only a part of its OP production). 
2.2 Relevant features of Origin Products and Geographical Indications 
Origin Products production systems and GIs have many specific relevant features that 
should be carefully considered when the effects of the GI legal registration are ana-
lysed. 
The first feature refers to complexity. OP production systems are complex, with a plu-
rality of actors and stakeholders intervening (farmers, other firms, local population, and 
local public administrations). They are strictly interrelated to many local resource typol-
ogies, such as: biological resources (local breeds and vegetal varieties); soil features 
due to the traditional production systems used; human resources linked to local skills in 
farming and/or processing activities; and cultural resources like food habits, identity 
and symbolic, local capital. 
OPs have a multidimensional and very strict link (ceteris paribus, stricter than other 
kinds of products) with their territory of origin. For this reason, each modification in an 
OP system, deriving from the recognition of the GI, impacts many elements of the re-
lated territorial capital. A key element for consideration is the sustainability of the value 
created by OPs and GIPs, given how these products are linked to local and specific 
natural and human resources. 
Another feature refers to GIs‟ non-universality. In fact, not all the actors belonging to 
the OP system normally take part in the RGI system, due to either individual choice or 
an actor‟s inability to meet the RGI Code of Practice standard or procedures. An im-
provement in the RGI part could affect the non-GI part of the OP system in a positive or 
negative way. Again, redistributive effects of GI recognition should be carefully consid-
ered. 
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Freedom of use is a third feature of GIs. Firms that comply with the RGI Code of Prac-
tice can choose whether to use the GI on their products, depending on the marketing 
channels and customer preferences and knowledge, and provided such use it is profit-
able within their global strategy. GI registration does not guarantee that a particular GI 
will be used by firms, or at least by all those complying with the CoP. 
GI protection schemes are but one of the many elements in the valorisation processes 
of Origin Products. GIs enter as one of the tools in the formulation of individual and col-
lective strategies; the measured impacts are not attributed exclusively to GI registration 
because it is very difficult to separate the roles of each tool. 
GI registration can affect many aspects of both OP systems, not only in marketing 
(quantities sold, prices, added value, etc.) but also in the modification of structural 
and/or organisational features of the GI system and supply chain. For example, the 
recognition of a GI can strongly contribute to modifications in production methods and 
organisation, in the coordination and governance mechanisms inside the local produc-
tion system, along the supply chain, and so on. Some studies indicate that the effects 
of GI recognition come to a degree from the “market signal” nature of the GI, but mainly 
from the contribution to a more general restructuring and organisational transformation 
of the OP production system. 
On the consumer side, an official GI registration is expected to better indicate the spec-
ificity of the OP produced according to the CoP. Depending on the legal framework, a 
third party offers consumers a guarantee to respect the CoP. In consumer research lit-
erature, GI labels are most often conceptualised as a decision-making aid for consum-
ers, decreasing their transaction time. The labels impact purchase decisions by reduc-
ing both the number of times consumers stop in front of store shelves and the time they 
spend holding products. In fact, an official designation on a product has been found to 
coincide with enhanced quality perception, overall preference, and willingness to pay a 
premium. 
By modifying the local production system and the behavior of firms involved in it, GI 
protection has many effects on other economic activities outside the local OP produc-
tion system and on local territorial capitals (i.e. social, economic, cultural and environ-
mental ones). In fact, concerning the role given to OPs, actors may adopt two main ap-
proaches: supply chain strategy and extended focus strategy. The latter involves con-
ceptualising OPs as rural development assets. OPs are seen to contribute, potentially, 
to a wide range of initiatives that encourage diverse activities and novel interactions be-
tween multiple types of actors (e.g. tourist routes, markets, festivals, educational initia-
tives, community events). This use of OPs by local actors has been described as a “ter-
ritorial quality” or “extended territorial” strategy. Under this strategy, the territorial identi-
ty and product associations generate the value, rather than the physical outputs of a 
single production network and supply chain. The identities and associations are seen 
as usable for a broad range of actors who may apply them to a „basket‟ of goods and 
services, resulting in a wide distribution of economic rent. In conclusion, chains of cau-
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sality linking GI registration and protection, GI use and GI effects are very complex, 
and they are subject to many “exogenous interferences”. Analysing the chains of cau-
sality helps to understand the effects of GI protection. 
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3  Evaluation: Methodological Issues 
3.1 What is an “evaluation”? 
Policy evaluation can be defined as a set of interconnected actions aimed at assessing 
the design, implementation and outcome of a policy, and its effectiveness and efficien-
cy in reaching its objectives. More generally, it assesses the consequences of the poli-
cy. In other words, in policy analysis, evaluation aims to identify the links between a 
policy intervention and the modifications to the policy object; and, the context in which 
the policy intervenes. In particular, evaluation seeks to understand if the intervention 
achieves its declared aims, at the same time considering possible, unexpected effects 
over other variables. 
As stated by Ezemenari et al. (1999), “the basic organising principle for any good eval-
uation of an intervention is to ask the question: what would have happened in the ab-
sence of the intervention? What would have been the welfare levels of particular com-
munities, groups, households and individuals without the intervention? Evaluation in-
volves an analysis of cause and effect in order to identify impacts that can be traced 
back to interventions.” Further: “An impact evaluation assesses the extent to which a 
program has caused desired changes in the intended audience. It is concerned with 
the net impact of an intervention on households and institutions, attributable only and 
exclusively to that intervention. Thus, impact evaluation consists of assessing out-
comes and, thus, the short- or medium-term developmental change resulting from an 
intervention.” 
In the context of this work, the introduction of a GI protection scheme can be consid-
ered as an “intervention” in the perspective of the State providing this tool, and as a 
“project” in the perspective of a set of supply chain actors who use the GI in their strat-
egies of development. 
To be implemented, evaluation requires resources. Normally, the more precise the de-
sired results, the higher the costs for providing information and developing the evalua-
tion. The level of detail and accuracy of the evaluation should be harmonised with the 
aims and resources of the organisation contracting the work, according to the principle 
of cost-effectiveness. 
First, a “good” evaluation requires the clear definition of the “intervention/project” objec-
tives in order to delimitate the field of analysis and concentrate available resources on 
the more relevant issues. Expected effects should be defined so they can be matched 
with the real effects of the “intervention/project” and to see if goals are met. 
Second, at the outset, performance standards and indicators need to be established. 
This allows for a “measurement” of the effects of the “intervention/project”. 
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Finally, a counterfactual should be defined; this is the forecasted course of events that 
would have taken place in the absence of the intervention. 
3.2 Searching for a counterfactual 
The basic problem that the evaluation has to address is whether the effects of the in-
tervention can be attributed to the intervention itself rather than to other factors or 
events. 
If one could observe the same object of analysis (for example, the GI system) at the 
same point in time with and without the intervention (for example, the protection of the 
GI), this would allow easy assessment of the intervention‟s effects. In reality, this is im-
possible; thus, counterfactual analysis is the method normally used for “netting out” the 
effect of the interventions from other factors by means of “experimental” controls. As a 
reference for the evaluation, counterfactual analysis takes a “control group” not affect-
ed by the intervention under evaluation, or by other factors not affecting the group un-
der evaluation (ceteris paribus condition). In other words, by means of counterfactual 
analysis, a “without” scenario is built to identify and measure the effects of the interven-
tion under analysis (the “with” situation) by comparing “with” and “without” situations. 
The correct definition of the control group is a key to identifying what would have oc-
curred in the absence of the intervention, at the same point in time. 
An alternative could be offered by “quasi-experimental” controls, that is, the compari-
son of the “before” and “after” intervention scenarios. Indeed, the “before” scenario 
cannot be assumed as an accurate counterfactual to the “after” scenario, since the 
context for agricultural production and resource management is constantly evolving. As 
a consequence, care must be taken to ensure that before-and-after (“reflexive”) com-
parisons accurately represent the course of events without the assessed intervention. 
There are many difficulties in the definition of a realistic and accurate counterfactual in 
agricultural fields of analysis. Agriculture, and local agricultural systems that give rise to 
Origin Products, are dynamic sectors influenced by a multitude of exogenous factors, 
including government policies, conflicts, resource changes, social changes and climate 
dynamics, in addition to the effects of technical, organisational and marketing changes. 
Among these many drivers of change, it is a considerable challenge to determine what 
the course of events would be if a single technical, organisational or marketing contri-
bution, like the GI registration and its use by firms, were removed. 
In this context, and more generally in the social sciences field, it is impossible to make 
experimental and quasi-experimental controls. For GIs, there are additional difficulties 
in the definition of a counterfactual. 
GI systems are very often “small systems”, making the relevance of exogenous factors 
stronger, and such systems usually operate in very specific local contexts from an eco-
nomic, social and environmental point of view. It is very difficult to find a “control prod-
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uct”, able to serve as a counterfactual and endowed with characteristics very similar to 
those of the GI system. In addition, the GI registration modifies the situation not only of 
producers and firms that use it, but also of producers and firms belonging to the local 
OP system but not using the GI. It is very difficult to find a “control group” of producers 
able to serve as a counterfactual. 
The establishment of a causal link between the intervention/project and changes 
measured in the observed variables (indicators) is a key element that requires identifi-
cation of the appropriate causal pathway from the specific monitored intervention up to 
the measured effect, relative to other drivers of change. According to CGIAR‟s ap-
proach (2008) to intervention evaluation, the counterfactual at this level should identify 
the “next best” technologies or policies that would have been developed and adopted 
without the assessed intervention, and should analyse how farmers would adjust their 
practices to make the best use of the tools thus available. In the GI field of analysis, 
considering that OP and GI systems are “living”, it becomes important to understand 
what could be the individual firms‟ and collective OPs‟ valorisation strategies if the GI 
were not registered according to the GI framework. 
3.3 Quantitative versus qualitative methods 
Another methodological key issue is the choice of quantitative versus qualitative evalu-
ation methods. The availability of quantitative data is often a strong constraint in evalu-
ation; a collection of data specifically designed for the evaluation is often needed, but it 
could be very expensive. The validity and reliability of quantitative data depend on the 
precision in collecting the key variables and on the appropriate selection of the sample. 
The validity and reliability of qualitative data greatly depend on the methodological skill, 
sensitivity and training of the qualitative evaluator. Qualitative methods rely less on sta-
tistical precision to ensure validity: statistical tests are not possible and triangulation 
(the systematic use and comparison of data collected with independent methods) is of-
ten used to ensure data validity and reliability. According to Ezemenari et al. (1999), 
“although both experimental and non-experimental methods are grounded in quantita-
tive approach to evaluation, incorporating qualitative methods enriches the quality of 
the evaluation results. In particular, qualitative methods not only provide qualitative 
measures of impact, but also aid in the deeper interpretation of results obtained from a 
quantitative approach by shedding light on the processes and causal relationships.” 
The usual quantitative approach to evaluation consists ideally of the following elements 
or phases: 1) an experimental or quasi-experimental design; 2) quantitative data collec-
tion; and 3) statistical analysis of data. 
In contrast, the qualitative approach includes 1) inductive or “naturalistic” open-ended 
inquiry; 2) qualitative data collection; and 3) content analysis that includes not only de-
scription, interpretation and analysis of patterns observed in qualitative data, but also 
the accompanying processes and causal relationships that these data generate. 
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The quantitative and qualitative approaches should be combined in various ways, ac-
cording to the specificities of the field situation (Miller, 2001). Combining the two ap-
proaches provides quantified results of the effects of an intervention or project, as well 
as explanations of the processes and intervening factors that yielded the results. It also 
enriches interpretation and explanation (causality) of the monitored project‟s outcomes. 
3.4 Different perspectives for the evaluation of GI registration effects 
Normally, policy interventions and projects exert their effects over different stakeholder 
categories and with reference to different territorial scales. For example, building a dam 
for irrigation allows farmers in the newly irrigated area to introduce technical innova-
tions and choose new production methods that can increase yields. This will have ef-
fects not only on those farmers, but also on consumers and farmers outside the irrigat-
ed area. 
The same thing occurs when evaluating GI registration effects. The stakeholders in-
volved in each Origin Product are interested in the GI dynamics. These stakeholders 
are active at different territorial levels; they have different aims and goals, and some 
belong to different economic sectors within the OP/GI product‟s supply chain. GIs can 
have effects at different territorial scales - from local to international - and in different 
territorial capitals. 
As a consequence, there are many perspectives from which GI effects can be moni-
tored and evaluated (see Table 3.1). Different stakeholders will be interested in differ-
ent GI effects, and they will be inspired by different values when evaluating the same 
GI performance. For example, the evaluation of a price increase for raw materials may 
be positive for the producing farmers and negative for the food processors.  
 
Table 3.1 Different perspectives for the evaluation of GI registration effects  
 
1. Stakeholder perspective: 
a. Public authorities  
b. Firms belonging to the OP or GI supply chain 
c. Local population 
d. Consumers 
e. … 
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3. Sector / type of activity perspective: 
a. Input suppliers 
b. Agriculture 
c. Processing (first processing, second processing, etc.) 
d. Trade and commerce 
e. Retail 
f. … 
4. Territorial capital perspective: 
a. Economic capital (in the GI supply chain and in related economic activities 
- tourism, commerce, etc.) 
b. Social capital (labor, equity issues including gender, participation of less 
favored population, strengthening social identity, etc.) 
c. Environmental capital (habitat, agrobiodiversity, water control, soil degra-
dation, pollution, etc.) 
d. Cultural capital (heritage preservation, preservation of traditional produc-




It is very important to consider these perspectives because they orientate the analysis 
from the beginning and lead researchers to focus on specific issues rather than on oth-
ers. 
Some key questions to be answered in the preliminary phase of the monitoring and 
evaluation activity are: 
 What actors are involved in the OP and in the process of GI registration and 
use? Who is legitimated to express his/her point of view in the evaluation? 
(Identifying different actors and their points of view is the first step for making an 
evaluation.) 
 Are all actors empowered to take part in the evaluation? How can different 
stakeholders be integrated in the evaluation process?  
 Are all the effects from the GI registration taken into account and, in particular, 
“indirect” and “unintended” effects? For example, the effects of a GI registration 
and use on actors excluded by the RGI, on social and environmental dimen-
sions, and on other products without GI. 
Participatory evaluation methods, in both the building and monitoring and evaluation 
phases, are needed to define meaningful indicators. 
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3.5 Subjective issues and participatory methods 
Measuring what happens as a consequence of a GI registration is an important step, 
but very often it is not sufficient to understand the reasons for changes.  
Considering the “black box” of the collective dynamics around the GI and the “black 
box” of the decision process of firms using (or not using) the GI is a very important and 
complex matter (Belletti and Marescotti, 2006; Belletti and Marescotti, 2009). Some ex-
amples of “subjective issues” influencing the decisions are given in Table 3.2. 
 
Table 3.2 Subjective issues in the GI process 
PHENOMENA  
(OBJECTIVE SIDE)  
SUBJECTIVE ISSUES 
Introduction of a GI protection tool, 
design and implementation: 
– Code of Practice (CoP) char-
acteristics: geographical 
boundaries, production pro-
cess and product rules  





– Why was the GI tool chosen by ac-
tors? What are the expectations of 
different stakeholders? 
– Different points of view in the defini-
tion of the Codes of Practices, de-
bates, conflicts 
– … 
Level of use of the RGI:  
– Who is using it? 
– Who is not using it? 




– What are the problems encountered 
by firms using the RGI? 
– What new opportunities are there for 
marketing the product? 





Taking into account subjective issues in the monitoring and evaluation process can 
help to understand what is occurring (or what is not occurring, even if expected), and 
hence provide useful information for improving GI performance (Reviron and Paus, 
2006; Paus and Reviron, 2010; Barjolle, Paus and Perret, 2009). 
Qualitative methods support the interpretation of results obtained by quantitative ap-
proaches by shedding light on the processes and causal relationships. In addition, par-
ticipatory methods may help to highlight subjective issues. These methods offer inter-
esting advantages compared to “conventional methods” of monitoring and evaluating 
complex socio-economical phenomena. They often overlap with qualitative methods, 
but can also be used in conjunction with quantitative ones. 
Participatory methods are based on active stakeholder involvement, particularly at the 
local level, and on groups that have generally a very limited role in conventional eval-
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uation. They are involved in determining the objectives of the evaluation, the indicators 
and methods to be used, and in monitoring and final evaluation activities. Participatory 
task-building and monitoring generate the basis for participatory evaluation, i.e. an 
evaluation reflecting perceptions, needs, perspectives and priorities of all stakeholders. 
In addition, participatory methods facilitate discovery of unanticipated consequences of 
an intervention, such as 'second-round', unforeseen, and positive or negative effects 
(Blackstock et al., 2007). 
 
Table 3.3 Differences between conventional and participatory evaluation  
 Conventional evaluation Participatory evaluation 
Who External experts. Community members, project, 
staff, facilitator. 
What Predetermined indicators of suc-
cess. Principally cost and produc-
tion outputs. 
People identify their own indica-
tors of success, which may in-
clude production outputs. 
How Focus on „scientific objectivity‟: 
distancing of evaluators from oth-
er participants; uniform, complex 
procedures; delayed, limited ac-
cess to results. 
Self-evaluation; simple methods 
adapted to local culture; open, 
immediate sharing of results 
through local involvement in eval-
uation processes. 
When Usually upon completion of pro-
ject/programme; sometimes also 
mid-term. 
More frequent, small-scale evalu-
ations. 
Why Accountability, usually summa-
tive, to determine if funding con-
tinues. 
To empower local people to initi-
ate, control and take corrective 
action. 
Source: Estrella and Gaventa (1998) 
Participatory monitoring and evaluation is a learning process, “where stakeholders 
learn, on the one hand, to develop and adjust methods and techniques for evaluation, 
negotiation, consensus-building or conflict resolution and, on the other, to assess and 
compare their own perceptions of substantive project progress or problems. So, even if 
the principles and general outlook of the conventional and the participatory approach to 
monitoring and evaluation are clearly different, they are nevertheless complementary, 
participatory monitoring and evaluation providing an insider process-oriented perspec-
tive, and the conventional evaluation approach a more detached outsider perspective.” 
(Ezemenari et al., 1999) 
When monitoring and evaluating RGIs, it is absolutely essential to adopt participatory 
methods due to the characteristics of OPs (see Section 2). 
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3.6 What kind of expected effects?  
In impact analysis, three levels of project effects are normally considered (European 
Commission, 2001; European Commission, Directorate General for the Budget, 2004) 
(see Scheme 3.1): 
A. Outputs are the first and most immediate results of a number of activities activated 
by the project. Outputs measure the level of attendance/adoption by a project‟s poten-
tial beneficiaries.  
B. Outcomes are immediate and direct effects of the outputs, depending on their use 
and adoption by final users. They can be conceived as the immediate advantages, or 
exceptionally as the immediate disadvantages, of the project, for direct beneficiaries 
considered as individuals (individual outcomes) and, if pertinent, as a group (collective 
outcomes). 
C. Impacts are the consequences of the project beyond its direct and immediate inter-
action with the beneficiaries, and take into account the changes induced by outcomes 
at a wider level on economic, social and environmental dimensions. There are normally 
three main categories of impacts: 
1. the first category groups together the consequences that appear or that extend 
into the medium term (specific effects) for the direct beneficiaries of the project; 
2. the second consists of all the consequences that affect, in the short or medium 
term, people or organisations that are not direct beneficiaries; 
3. the third consists of the effects on social and environmental dimensions. 
Relevance, performance and success should be assessed in an integrated way to help 
create a sound basis for making recommendations and drawing lessons learned from 
experience to improve project quality. 
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Scheme 3.1 Outputs, outcomes, and impacts 
 
The full deployment of a policy‟s effects, and in particular the third order effects, can be 
lengthy and require that an evaluation be extended over time. The issue of selecting a 
proper “lag time” and structure has been debated extensively in the impact assessment 
literature.2 
Within both individual and collective marketing strategies, the GI registration and its 
use by firms can be seen as a cumulative, evolutionary innovation process that takes 
time to develop fully, as it requires individual and collective learning. 
Some effect typologies can be observed only after a certain period of time, due to the 
lag between the introduction of the GI and the full deployment of its effects. Conse-
quently, one must pay particular attention to the distribution of the GI registration ef-
fects over time. 
3.7 The evaluation as a process 
The elements discussed above underline that evaluation is a very complex matter, es-
pecially evaluation of the effects of GI policies and GI initiatives, given that GI protec-
tion schemes intervene on complex systems (Origin Product systems) and that they 
are used very differently according to different situations. This is because actors use 
GIs as tools within their more general development and marketing strategies. 
                                               
2
  For example: Tavistock Institute, GHK e IRS (2003), Taschereau (1998), OECD – LEED Programme 
(2009), Directorate General External Relations and Directorate General Development, EuropeAid Co-
operation Office, Volume 1-4 (2006), IFAD (2002), European Commission, Directorate General for the 
















GI framework and 
policies: resources  
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Inputs 
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Every change, at institutional or normative level (the GI framework) and at GI system 
level (the GI protection of a single GI product), displays many direct and indirect ef-
fects. 
Monitoring and evaluating are a set of activities, not separate ones. They are strictly in-
terrelated and develop over time, and must be contextualised to take into consideration 
the specificities linked to the product, its production system and its territorial system 
(society, environment, etc.). As a result, a tool aimed at supporting the monitoring and 
evaluation of the GI effects should be able to adapt to local specificities: flexibility is a 
key feature during all phases. 
First, the evaluation and monitoring of the GI framework and the GI systems require a 
clear statement of the actors‟ aims when implementing and/or using the GI tool. This 
will allow identification of the critical areas for evaluation. 
Second, evaluation tools and general methodology should be adapted to the context 
specificities: this is a very critical phase, in order to have coherence between the eval-
uation tool and the local context. 
Third, the evaluation tool has to be implemented. This requires an organisation and a 
monitoring system for data collection over time. 
Finally, a process is needed for the analysis and interpretation of the collected data, 
considering the different, relevant perspectives for the evaluation, and different expec-
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4 The effects of establishing a GI framework 
4.1 The typology of effects 
When monitoring and evaluating the national GI framework, an analysis of the respon-
sible authority‟s objectives should be made to orientate the evaluation and to check if 
the expected effects of the framework are attained. 
As stated in previous sections, first order effects capture the immediate results of creat-
ing the GI framework at both national and international levels, especially in terms of 
number of registered GIs (also with regard to the total number of OPs which may ac-
cess the GI framework). 
First order effects can therefore be analysed over four main evaluation areas: 
 Diffusion of the GI scheme. The number of registered GIs is the simplest indica-
tor because it shows the interest in the GI tool coming from a country‟s “OP 
sector”. In addition, the number of registered GIs could be compared to the 
number of potential registrable GIs assumed as a benchmark. If export markets 
are important, the number of registrations of national GIs in other countries 
could be a key evaluation criterion. 
 GI potentiality, measured in terms of number of firms, or for agriculture, cultivat-
ed areas/heads of cattle registered in the GI system, also compared to availabil-
ity (total firms, cultivated area, heads of cattle in the country, or in the specific 
geographical area). In many GI legal frameworks, firms wishing to use the RGI 
(and who comply with some entry requirements defined by the CoP) should be 
registered in an official "RGI producers' directory" before starting to use the RGI 
on their products. 
 Real use of the registered GI by individual firms and by the whole GI system, 
measured in terms of quantities and/or market value of GI-labelled products, 
market shares at production, intermediate or final market, etc. Indeed, after be-
ing registered to the GI system, firms may decide whether or not to use the RGI 
depending on market conditions, production quality, or the firm‟s strategy (see 
also below, Section 5.2.1). 
 Producer awareness. Awareness of the general meaning of GI and of quality 
signs associated with GI, such as acronym and logo, at different levels (agricul-
ture, processing, trade). 
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Second order effects are immediate and stem from the implementation of the GI 
framework by firms3. The identification and analysis of the second and third order ef-
fects should be oriented by the aims of the GI framework as stated in the GI law; im-
plementing regulations; and other public policy declarations (London Economics, 
2008). Second order effects can be analysed with reference to the following main eval-
uation areas: 
 Abuses/imitations of the registered product. The number of imitations and 
frauds in the internal market and abroad, and the number of sanctioned imita-
tions and frauds. 
 Consumer awareness and satisfaction. The GI framework is normally directed 
at enhancing consumer awareness and information of the quality properties of 
goods exchanged on the market. Consumer knowledge and trust in the GI as a 
“quality sign” is of paramount importance in the functioning of the GI system: to 
what extent are consumers aware of the meaning of GI protection, of the GI ac-
ronym (if any, as PDO and PGI in the EU) and of the related logo (if it exists)? 
Did they perceive an improvement in the quality of Registered GI products on 
the market? 
Third-order effects are the more general consequences of adopting the GI framework. 
For GIs, the below effects on rural development, social and environmental issues are 
normally considered: 
 Rural development issues. This is the extent to which GIs can support socio-
economic development, especially in rural areas. Besides revenues, added val-
ue, employment and other economic contributions provided by the GI local eco-
nomic system, the contribution GIs can make to rural development depends on 
their contribution to other economic activities, such as tourism and leisure, that 
diversify the local rural economy. 
 Social issues. GI registration may foster social fairness, prompting inclusions of 
less empowered stakeholders (women, poor people, etc.). It may improve work-
ing conditions and facilitate a more equitable distribution of the added value 
generated by the registered GI. In addition, the registration of a GI may contrib-
ute to preserving social culture and traditions. 
 Environmental issues. The effects of the GI framework on environmental issues 
depend on how the involved actors write and implement CoPs of the registered 
GIs. Examples of environmental issues to be monitored are biodiversity preser-
vation, water pollution, soil erosion, landscape quality, and use of chemical pes-
ticides and fertilizers. 
                                               
3
 Here, the term “firms” means entities on the production level, e.g. companies, enterprises or private 
cooperatives. 
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The analysis and evaluation of the GI framework could be extended to administrative 
and judicial procedures in order to understand if they succeed at both guaranteeing a 
correct registration procedure (including opposition procedures) and enforcing effective 
protection from misuses and abuses, all the while taking the required costs into consid-
eration. It could also be assessed over time whether the GI framework lacks clarity and 
is incomplete. To what extent the beneficiaries of the system, in particular producers 
and consumers, are really aware of the meaning of GIs can also be assessed, as well 
as how much they profit from the GI framework. 
Data and information required for evaluation of the GI framework can be collected us-
ing extensive and centralised data-collection processes (usually a few data collected 
for each GI of a country), as well as the aggregation of results from in-depth analysis of 
different GIs managed locally by means of a standardised method. 
The full deployment of the GI framework‟s expected effects is linked to many important 
factors, some being “internal” to the GI framework itself. In order to better understand 
the effectiveness of the GI framework, other elements shaping the GI legal framework 
accessibility and performance could be analysed, such as: 
 Clarity and completeness of the GI framework. Do stakeholders and internal 
staff understand the laws and regulations for implementation? Are they suffi-
ciently clear? Is the normative framework complete and covering all possible 
situations? 
 Information and awareness of the GI framework. To what extent are stakehold-
ers aware of the existence of the scheme, the procedures to apply for protec-
tion, and the benefits of the scheme? 
 Efficiency and effectiveness of the GI registration procedure. Do all stakehold-
ers have an interest in developing the GI and rights to participate in the pro-
cess? Is the application procedure clear enough and accessible to all stake-
holder categories? Are the opponents‟ rights sufficiently protected? Is the pro-
cedure short enough to allow registration within a reasonable period of time? 
 Enforcement. Are GI holders‟ rights sufficiently guaranteed? Are there imitations 
and misuses of the GI on the market? What are the obstacles to activating the 
procedure? 
 Assets devoted to the GI framework implementation. Particularly important are 
the information and competencies of the staff devoted to following the applica-
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Scheme 4.1 Effects of the GI framework establishment  
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
Not all of these effects are really expected by the actors who are in charge of setting up 
a GI framework. The range of expectation depends on the specific political and eco-
nomic context, on the position of the actors promoting the establishment of a GI 
framework and those in charge of administering the GIs, etc. (see Table 4.1 for a spe-
cific case). 
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Table 4.1 Expected effects from Jamaican GI legal framework 
FIRST ORDER EFFECTS  
Diffusion of the GI Scheme 
Some applications for GI registration are expected, follow-
ing the first three GIs currently in the registration process 
(July 2011): Blue Mountain Coffee, Jamaica Rum, Jamaica 
Jerk). 
The possibility of registering Jamaican GIs in other coun-
tries is a very important, expected effect as well. 
GI potentiality 
So far, neither a significant increase in the number of firms 
involved with the three GI products nor an important incen-
tive for the agricultural phase (production of raw materials) 
is expected. 
Real use of the Registered GI 
In the future, the number of firms using the Registered GI is 
expected to be higher than the number of firms currently 
using certification marks or collective trademarks that refer 
to geographical names. 
SECOND ORDER EFFECTS  
Abuses / imitations 
One of the most important effects is expected to be a 
strong reduction in abuses / imitations. 
Producer awareness Not mentioned by local actors. 
Consumer awareness and 
satisfaction 
National and foreign consumer awareness and satisfaction 
in GI scheme, in both the intermediate and final market, are 
important expected effects. 
THIRD ORDER EFFECTS  
Rural development 
No specific expectations; only spillover effects are ex-
pected due to an increase in incomes generated by GI  
registration. 
Social issues 
Stakeholders mention no specific contribution from GIs. 
Spillover effects can be expected on social issues, particu-
larly in small areas specialised in GI production. 
Environmental issues 
No specific expectations; only spillover effects are ex-
pected due to an increase in incomes generated by GIs. No 
potential RGI products have been mentioned as linked to 
very specific local biological resources or to very specific 
traditional farming systems. 
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4.2 Possible indicators for monitoring  
The different categories of effects from the GI framework should be monitored using 
specific indicators. The indicators‟ role is crucial in monitoring and evaluating activities. 
Some issues concerning indicators will be discussed in the following sections. 
In the below tables, examples of rough indicators are proposed for each of the main 
areas. Please note that these lists are only examples. The choice of indicators and 
their full definitions can only be made on a case-by-case basis, and: 
 according to the specific aims of the evaluation and stakeholder expectations; 
 considering specific features of the GI framework; 
 taking into account available financial and human resources for the evaluation. 
The proposed indicators in the tables are rough; they require fine-tuning in accordance 
with the characteristics of each product, the available data, and so on. Each indicator 
requires specific data collecting methodologies, and in some cases specific enquiries 
on statistical samples are needed. Besides, some indicators are built on the basis of 
primary data and a predetermined scale. 
As a consequence, the choice of indicators to be used in empirical evaluation activities 
is only one step in a more general process of monitoring and evaluation, which is pre-
sented in the next sections. 
The indicators below are only part of a wide-ranging list. Indeed, other indicators can 
be calculated as an aggregation of single Registered Geographical Indications (RGIs) 
product data. 
 
EFFECTS OF GI FRAMEWORK: possible indicators 
 
FIRST ORDER EFFECTS 
 
  Main area Unit Rough indicator 
    
1.01 Diffusion of the GI Scheme at national scale 
   No. Applications for the GI registration 
   % Applications for the GI registration / Potential  
   No. National GI registrations 
   % National GI registrations / No. of applications for the GI regis-
tration 
   No. Number of failures in the registration process  
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   No. GIs registered at international level 
   No. Countries with registered GIs 
    … … 
    
1.02 GI Potentiality (All registered GIs in a country) 
   No. Total firms registered in the RGI producers' directory 
   
% Total firms registered in the RGI producers' directory / Total 
firms which could be registered in the RGI producers' directory 
(potential RGI firms) 
   No. Registered agricultural firms (raw material producers, if any) 
   % Registered agricultural firms / Total agricultural firms 
   No. Registered processors  
   % Registered processors / Total processors 
   No. Repeat for all the relevant phases 
   % Repeat for all the relevant phases 
   Ha Surface area under GI scheme 
   % Surface area under GI scheme / Total cultivated surface area 
   Ha Surface area under GI scheme, per type of cultivation 
   
% 
 
Surface area under GI scheme per type of cultivation / Total 
cultivated surface area per type of cultivation 
   No. Cattle heads under GI scheme  
   % Cattle heads under GI scheme / Total cattle heads in the area 
    … … 
    
1.03 Real use of the registered GI 
   No. Firms using the GI 
   Kg/Tons Quantities of GIs sold 
   $ Value of GI products on the final market 
   
$ Value of GI products, at the gate of GI production system (pro-
ducer prices) 
   
% Share of the GI products (at farm gate level) of agricultural 
production value 
   
% Share of the GI products of the final food consumption market 
value 
    … … 
    
1.04 Producer awareness 
    (Of the GI existence; of the meaning and the logo) 
   No. Farmer awareness 
   No. Farmer association awareness 
   No. Processor awareness 
   No. Processor association awareness 
   % Share of total (farmers, processors …) 
    … … 
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SECOND ORDER EFFECTS 
 
  Main area Unit Rough indicator 
    
2.01 Abuses / imitations 
   No. Total cases of abuses-imitations in country of origin 
   No. Sanctioned abuses-imitations in country of origin 
   
% Sanctioned abuses-imitations in country of origin / Total cases of 
abuses / imitations in country of origin 
   No. Total cases of abuses-imitations abroad 
   No. Sanctioned abuses-imitations abroad 
   
% Sanctioned abuses-imitations abroad / Total cases of abuses / 
imitations abroad 
  No. Ceased abuses after the registration 
    … … 
    
2.02 Consumer awareness and satisfaction 
    
(in both intermediate and final markets) 
(of the GI existence; of the meaning, logo, and quality) 
   Index Final national consumer awareness and satisfaction 
   Index Final foreign consumer awareness and satisfaction 
   Index National retailer-buyer awareness and satisfaction 
   Index Foreign retailer-buyer awareness and satisfaction 
    … … 
    
In addition, other indicators can be calculated as an aggregation of single RGI product data  
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THIRD ORDER EFFECTS 
 
  Main area Unit Rough indicator 
    
3.01 Rural development 
  No. RGIs located in marginal rural areas 
  % RGIs located in marginal rural areas / Total GIs 
  
Index Relationships between RGI product system and other local eco-
nomic activities 
   … … 
    
3.02 Social issues 
   No. Poor farmers participating in the RGI system 
   No. Women participating in the RGI system 
   Index RGI product links to local culture 
   Index Labour (children, undeclared workforce, work conditions, etc.) 
    … … 
    
3.03 Environmental issues 
   No. RGIs based on specific biological resources 
   % RGIs based on specific biological resources / Total RGIs  
   
No. RGIs incorporating specific environmental-friendly rules in the 
CoP 
   
% RGIs incorporating specific environmental-friendly rules in the 
CoP / Total RGIs  
   Index Level of chemical pesticide and fertilizer use 
   Index Water pollution 
    … … 
    
In addition, other indicators can be calculated as an aggregation of single RGI product data 
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5 The effects of GI registration on GI systems 
5.1 The typology of effects 
Scheme 5.1 shows the different potential levels and areas of the expected effects of a 
GI registration. 
“First order effects” are the immediate outputs of the GI registration, and measure the 
level of use of the registered GI inside the OP production system. They often serve as 
the main indicators of GI “success”: the underpinning hypothesis is that – ceteris pari-
bus – firms will use the GI if they appreciate its contribution to their strategy and eco-
nomic performance.  
Indeed, many effects come from the use of the GI in the Origin Product system and at 
a wider level. “First order effects” should be considered as the basis of two main cate-
gories of effects. 
“Second order effects” are the outcomes generated by the introduction and use of the 
registered GI on three different levels: 
 on the structure of the GI system; 
 on (direct) economic performance of the GI system; 
 on consumers and final markets. 
In this broad area of effects, the main motivations of local firms for adopting the GI, and 
of public institutions for promoting the GI, are normally identified and the “success” of 
the GI registration appreciated.  
“Third order effects” are the impacts of the GI registration coming from the strict inter-
connection of the OP and GI systems with many material and immaterial local re-
sources, and with other economic activities inside the local system: 
 economic sectors/activities outside the GI production system; 
 other elements of local territorial capital such as biodiversity, other components 
of the local environment (including soil and landscape), cultural capital, and so-
cial capital. 
In many economic impact evaluation studies, the social and environmental effects are 
considered as (positive or negative) externalities, which are unintended effects. On the 
contrary, in the case of GIs, the effects on society and the environment may be consid-
ered as intended ones (and – in some cases – they are one of the most important mo-
tivations for registering a GI), so they should be an integral part of the evaluation. 
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Moving from first order to second and mainly third order category of effects, the real 
relevance of the GI registration decreases when compared to other factors. The chains 
of causality become more complex between the introduction and use of the GI on the 
one side, and the different categories of effects on the other. As a result, it is increas-
ingly difficult to understand which role is played by the registration and the use of the 
registered GI. In other words, the difficulties of isolating the effects of the GI registration 
and its use by firms from the influence of other pressures (i.e. changes in global market 
conditions, local public policies, and marketing strategies) increases at both global and 
local levels. 
 
Scheme 5.1 Different potential levels of effects resulting from a GI registration 
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
5.2 First order effects 
5.2.1 RGI level of use 
A first indicator of the registration‟s “success” is the level at which firms use the RGI. In 
fact, if a firm decides to adhere to the registered GI system and comply with the CoP, 
and subsequently uses the RGI in selling its product, it expects in the short term, and 
evaluates in the medium term, the RGI as a useful tool with regard to either some as-
pects of its product valorisation strategy or to its more general marketing strategy. 
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Measures of the “success” or “failure” of the GI registration are represented by the 
number of firms complying with the CoP and making use of the RGI, together with their 
share of the total number of firms that could comply with the CoP (firms producing the 
Origin Product inside the boundaries of the delimited territory). The evolution of these 
indicators should be monitored over time. 
Firms recognised as able to produce and mark the product with the official designation4 
are considered as registered in the RGI producers' directory. However, not all of them 
make effective use of it. For example, depending on the relative costs and benefits, 
firms can decide to use the RGI for only part of the total OP production volume, or for 
only part of the available raw material needed to produce the RGI product. Not all of 
the production certified as RGI may be sold as “RGI product”, due to negative market 
trends or economic considerations (negative cost-benefit balance). 
The potential production of the RGI product should be calculated considering all land 
(or, as an example, all cattle heads) of the firms registered in the GI. 
The integrative measures of the RGI‟s “success” or “failure” are the volume of product 
branded and sold with the RGI, its share of the total volume of production complying 
with the CoP, and how this evolves over time. 
The above-mentioned measures should be broken down: 
 into the different sectors (or phases) of the supply chain, e.g. farming, pro-
cessing, etc. 
 within each sector, considering the degree of GI use by relevant sub-compo-
nents of each sector, e.g. the “artisanal” and the “industrial” processing sector, 
small and big farmers, etc. 
In fact, the level of RGI use may not be homogeneous due to some adverse selection 
effects generated by the CoP rules (which set up different costs and benefits for firms 
with different characteristics), or other relevant factors such as market conditions, ac-
cess to information, and scale economies. 
RGI products may be sold in different markets and via different marketing channels. If 
such an approach is taken, a differentiation between local, regional, national, and inter-
national markets should be made. The same principle applies for the main marketing 
channels ─ direct, short and long channels; traditional and modern channels; and so 
on. 
Producer awareness and knowledge of the RGI could help understanding the firms‟ 
use of the RGI, at the different stages of the supply chain like farming and processing. 
                                               
4
  Very often, firms that comply with structural requirements of the CoP and have the right to use the RGI 
are listed in a list, the "RGI producers' directory", which is normally held by the RGI control body. 
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Awareness and knowledge could be measured with reference to the existence of the 
RGI; the general meaning and specific content of the CoP; the logo, if any; and specific 
features of the functioning RGI system (what firms have to do, certification mecha-
nisms, administrative burdens, etc.). 
 
Scheme 5.2 RGI: potential first order effects  
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
5.3 Second order effects  
5.3.1 Effects on the structure of the GI system 
The GI registration may affect the very structure of the GI system (see Scheme 5.3 for 
an overview). 
First, the GI registration may lead to new firm entries in the RGI system, including both 
firms coming from outside and newly formed (local) firms. 
The CoP rules normally lead to some kind of exclusion (firms outside the defined geo-
graphical boundaries; firms not able to comply with the technical requirements of the 
production process or the minimum product quality). In the situation of the GI system 
lacking definition and not being well specified, the registration will lead to a more de-
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fined delimitation of the system, although fluctuating in time (firms can decide whether 
or not to use the registered GI). The structure of the registered GI system can therefore 
differ from the overall GI system, the former being only a part of the latter. 
Regarding the registered GI system, a first expected effect of the GI registration affects 
the system‟s organisation. In many cases, the decision to activate the application pro-
cess with the national authority acts as a stimulus to build up or reinforce the organisa-
tion of local producers. Some GI legal frameworks ask that a collective body repre-
sentative of the RGI system present the application. Even after the registration, a col-
lective organisation is generally needed to collectively manage many aspects of the 
RGI‟s functioning, from technical and administrative issues to collective marketing and 
promotion. The evolution of the number of firms deciding to adhere to the collective 
body charged with the management of the RGI is but one of the possible indicators to 
be monitored. In addition, specific activities carried out by the collective body could be 
monitored, such as promotional activities in different markets or technical assistance 
provided to firms. 
Another area of expected effects deals with the degree of horizontal and vertical coor-
dination among firms along the supply chain. The GI registration often reinforces verti-
cal coordination among them – in different forms such as contracts, joint ventures, in-
ter-professional agreements, and pure vertical integration. Horizontal coordination may 
be reinforced as well, in the form of cooperatives, producers‟ associations, etc. In gen-
eral, the geographical proximity of economic and social activity helps to reduce trans-
action costs between firms thanks to trust, norms, conventions and implicit and explicit 
rules of action between local actors. For these reasons, it is not easy to find indicators 
about the effects of the GI registration on coordination issues. 
The level of investments may be affected by GI registration, depending as well on the 
contents of the CoP and the type and dimension of specific investments needed to 
comply with it. Overall, investments made by firms involved in the supply chain, cou-
pled with investments in infrastructure and structural facilities at the local level, may 
prompt – and be prompted by – the market “success” of the GI registration. The defini-
tion of common rules for the GI product via the CoP, thus limiting the possibility of op-
portunistic and unfair behaviours, can create incentives to invest in communication and 
promotion, at the scale of both a single firm and a collective production system. This 
can benefit the knowledge and reputation of the RGI product on the market, and also 
reinforce incentives to invest in production-related projects. 
GI registration may also prompt innovations. This is a particularly delicate aspect to be 
monitored ─ not only the kind of innovation introduced (i.e. organisation, equipment, 
technical, quality control), but also the extent that the innovation may affect the prod-
uct‟s specificity, leading to a loss of the RGI product‟s characteristics or its “typicity”. 
The typicity of an agricultural or food product is a characteristic belonging to a category 
of products that can be recognised by experts or connoisseurs on the basis of the spe-
cific attributes common to such products. Typicity expresses the possibility of distin-
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guishing an origin-linked product from other similar or comparable products. It includes 
a degree of internal variability within the category, but such variations do not compro-
mise its identity. These category properties are described by a set of characteristics 
(technical, social, cultural) identified and defined by a human reference group, based 
on know-how distributed among the various stakeholders in the value chain: producers 
of raw materials, processors, regulators and consumers. 
The firm‟s operational logic can be changed by the transition from informal to more 
formal logics required by certification and administrative procedures, especially with re-
spect to quality assurance and hygienic and sanitary rules. 
 
Scheme 5.3 RGI: potential effects on the structure of the GI system  
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
Another expected effect of the GI registration results from the changes brought to the 
average dimension of the firms in the RGI system. Here, the questions are: does GI 
registration along time change the dimensions of local firms? And, is there any monop-
olistic or oligopolistic behaviour? In some cases, a sort of barrier to growth can be es-
tablished by the strict rules of the CoP, thus preventing firms from growing over a cer-
tain size. 
From a commercial point of view, expected positive effects of GI registration may foster 
a re-localisation of some economic activity and keep more added value in the hands of 
local producers. This in turn guarantees a positive effect on employment and income, 
as well as greater self-reliance, autonomy, and control in the hands of local stakehold-
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ers. These are often the aims that lead public administrations to support GI registration 
and its use by firms. 
5.3.2 Effects on the economic performance of the GI system 
The general economic performance of the GI system can be altered with the introduc-
tion of the GI registration. Normally, the most important expected effect of the GI regis-
tration is the increase of producers‟ income (producers such as farmers, processors, 
and distributors). At the same time, economic effects on firms belonging to the Origin 
Product system but not complying with the RGI CoP have to be considered. 
At the firm level, income over time is a result of the delta between the amount of the 
value (price per quantity) of product sold and the costs of producing it. The analysis 
should include consideration of the effects on non-RGI firms‟ business, as well as the 
effects on firms not able to comply with the CoP rules at production system level. 
Focusing on the RGI side of the income, the effect is given by the difference between 
RGI turnover and RGI costs. RGI turnover is affected both by price levels and quanti-
ties sold. It is quite common for most operators to focus only on the price level as an 
index of the “success” of the GI registration. Evidently, the price of the RGI product sold 
is but one of the variables to be kept under observation, and higher prices do not nec-
essarily lead to increases in income. 
Expected price premiums are often achieved, but they have to be compared to prices 
of similar and relevant products. Depending case by case, that is: the price of other 
RGI products of the same category; the price of non-RGI product (in local or other mar-
kets); and the prices in specific markets that are really accessible for local producers. 
Also, production costs could change due to the use of the RGI (Belletti and Marescotti, 
2007). The more evident type of costs, and the easiest to calculate, are control and 
certification costs paid to a potential Certification Body5. However, the compliance with 
the logic of certification and with the rules of the CoP generate additional costs: adapta-
tion of the production process (e.g. new equipment required by the CoP to keep sepa-
rate RGI and non-RGI production processes inside the same firm); implementation of 
the certification system with new competencies and skills to be acquired and modifica-
tion in administrative routines; administrative burdens (time to fill forms); and fees for 
participating in compulsory organisations (Belletti and Marescotti, 2006).  
Some increases in the cost of variable or fixed inputs could occur because the CoP 
may ask for higher-quality raw material and other inputs, and/or create monopolistic 
market conditions on fixed production factors, typically the land. 
                                               
5
  The certification body is responsible for providing certification and is sometimes referred to as the “cer-
tifier”. It may be public or private, and is normally accredited and/or approved by a recognised autho-
rity. 
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Hence, the final effect on firms’ profitability, both at the single unit and the RGI system 
level, is uncertain, and begs for a careful evaluation of many aspects. 
The GI registration may act as a “key” to open both modern market and long-distance 
channels such as exports (Belletti, Burgassi et al., 2009). The registration‟s economic 
benefits may come from access to new geographical markets and new marketing 
channels, allowing for diversification and risk reduction. Also, business stability could 
be improved thanks to the RGI, resulting in marketing agreements or an increase in the 
reputation of the firms. 
Notably, even if RGI production generates no increase in a firm‟s income, the presence 
of the RGI product in the firm‟s portfolio may boost the marketing of the firm‟s other 
products. In other words, the quality position of the RGI product may benefit the whole 
firm‟s production and reputation, allowing the firm to better market the rest of its pro-
duction. The effect on profitability should not be considered for the RGI product alone, 
but rather enlarged to cover non-RGI products produced by firms using the RGI (repu-
tation effects of the RGI on the whole firm, and on the whole local production system). 
The issues of horizontal and vertical distribution of the extra price, extra costs and prof-
itability are very relevant and controversial in RGI product literature (Reviron, 2009). 
The “territorial rent” may bring more benefit to big companies than to small producers, 
or to firms at downstream levels of the product supply chain than to raw material pro-
ducers (farmers, or first processors). Besides, in the absence of control systems, or 
poor functioning of those in use, external or even internal actors can capture and usurp 
the acquired reputation of the RGI. 
An increase of the RGI product price may lower prices of Origin Products endowed with 
characteristics very close to those of the “true” RGI products but produced by firms not 
able to comply with the official specifications of the CoP. This could mainly occur when 
RGI official registration systems introduce “modern” logics of quality assurance that do 
not fit with the more artisanal and non-professional part of the Origin Product produc-
tion system. 
The effect of the GI registration could be that of dividing the production system in at 
least two distinct sub-systems: one devoted to selling the RGI product on the “modern” 
market; the other to producing the Origin Product but without use of the official regis-
tered GI. This is due to the higher costs of compliance to CoP and the lack of a premi-
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Scheme 5.4 RGI potential effects on the economic performance of the GI sys-
tem 
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
5.3.3 Effects on market and consumers 
Importantly, the effects of GI registration are due almost exclusively to consumer 
awareness of the specific quality of RGI products and their willingness to pay for RGI 
products. A high level of uncertainty permeates the food domain because food prod-
ucts can generally not be experienced before purchase, and retail distribution offers a 
huge number of choices. Official or non-official labels indicating product origin play a 
key role by guiding consumer choice with a positive feeling of reassurance. Such labels 
also offer quality guarantees, mainly if official control systems exist for the traceability 
and compliance of the product to the CoP. 
The RGI‟s performance on the final and intermediate market is strictly related to the 
control of abuses and imitations, especially when the RGI product has a strong reputa-
tion and hence is widely imitated. The number of abuses and imitations of the geo-
graphical name, both in the country of origin and abroad, and the number of sanctioned 
abuses and imitations are the main indicators that could be used. The collection of the-
se data should be done very carefully because the accuracy of the search for imitation, 
or a strengthening in the administrative effort for sanctioning abuses, can itself increase 
the value of the indicator. This data collection should be based on a standard enquiry 
method, such as monitoring the number of imitations in a constant sample of shops. 
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GI labels are often conceptualised as a decision-making aid for consumers. The labels 
reduce both the number of times consumers stop in front of shelves, and the time they 
spend holding products during their purchase-decisions. Moreover, an official designa-
tion on the product coincides with a willingness to pay a premium, a perception of en-
hanced quality, and overall preference. 
An evaluation should be made of consumer awareness, in relevant countries and mar-
keting channels, of the existence of a “true” RGI product, and to what extent the con-
sumer recognises the RGI product as different from other competitors or even imita-
tors. Questions to answer include: 
 How important is the RGI on the product? 
 What is the meaning of the RGI label on that product (what attributes does it 
guarantee/signal?) and on the perceived quality of the product inside the RGI 
product family? (Are all the RGI-labelled products of the same quality?) 
 Does the consumer think the average quality has improved since the GI was 
registered? 
This evaluation should be made not only on the final market/consumer level, but also 
on the intermediate market level (wholesale and retail level). 
The CoP can modify the quality and, over the years, the identity of the RGI product. 
The rules can increase the quality level of the raw material and the final product, and 
suggest some kind of traceability system, which normally is very appreciated by cus-
tomers in modern marketing channels. At the same time, the rules of the CoP may lead 
to a standardisation of the RGI product, with a loss of the product‟s more specific quali-
ties. Again, some quantities of the raw material or of the final RGI product may not 
comply with the CoP. 
In short, the registration of the GI affects the quality of the product and the perception 
of this quality by both final and intermediate consumers, and this could affect the identi-
ty and the reputation of the RGI product. Specific surveys on final and intermediate 
consumers could be made in order to evaluate these effects and support changes in 
the CoP or in the RGI collective communication strategy, should one exist. 
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Scheme 5.5 RGI potential effects on market and consumers 
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
5.4 Third order effects  
5.4.1 Effects on related markets 
The registration of a GI and its effective use by firms may exert third order effects out-
side the strictly defined RGI production system.  
The first and more obvious third order effects category consists of the effects on local 
markets of inputs needed by the RGI production system. In addition to the effects on 
raw materials (e.g., the milk for RGI cheese production), other markets are related to a 
lesser extent to the RGI production.  
The RGI marketing success may increase the demand on some local inputs, for exam-
ple packaging or energy inputs, and on the related markets with regard to production 
factors such as arable land or hired labour. Normally, these effects are not very signifi-
cant except when RGI production is very predominant inside a specific geographical 
area, and they are difficult to measure; when the inputs are more generic, forces other 
than the GI registration will act to modify their market. 
Specific effects can be identified in only some cases. This happens, for example, when 
the RGI supply chain needs production factors with specific characteristics, as in the 
case of arable land appropriated for high-quality grape production. When these factors 
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are very limited or set in their availability, higher prices for the RGI product increase the 
value of the fixed factor, creating a rent. If the farmer does not own the land, he or she 
must pay a higher rent for it. 
If the input demand by the RGI production system is high in relation to total demand for 
that input in the area, a market success for RGI products (increase in quantity sold 
and/or prices) can induce an increase in input prices. This increase will be borne as 
well by other producers using this input but who are not dealing with the RGI and not 
benefiting from its better performance. 
 
Scheme 5.6 RGI potential effects outside the GI production system 
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
5.4.2 Effects on economic activities linked to RGI 
The value and reputation associated with the Origin Product and reinforced by the GI 
registration may act as leverage for other stakeholders to activate or reinforce other 
economic activities, especially at local level and within the boundaries of the production 
system. 
Local stakeholders can use the GI product, the specific local resources linked to it (lo-
cal gastronomy, traditions, landscapes, etc.) and its reputation as tools to increase the 
competitiveness of the entire local social and economic system. They will benefit from 
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attracting consumers and tourists in the production area, and promoting a differentiated 
basket of local products and services based on the use of local resources. 
As a result, other economic activities can be developed both by RGI producers and by 
other local firms such as hotels, restaurants, museums, and visits to the firms. These 
activities may be more or less strictly linked to the RGI image and its specific re-
sources. 
The development and promotion of a RGI product can initiate the development and 
promotion of the entire geographical heritage and of related products within a basket of 
goods. In addition to encouraging the economic development of other local activities, 
adding value through tourism can facilitate the collective promotion of a product and 
exploration of new marketing channels. In RGI wine products, some clear examples 
are the “wine routes” leading to and through major wine production areas (Brunori and 
Rossi, 2000). 
In some situations, the main interest of local stakeholders for the GI registration is not 
due to the expected effects on the GI supply chain; rather, the stakeholders focus 
mainly on these “extended territorial effects” (Belletti et al., 2001). 
The strength of the RGI registration effect is not easily assessed, and only in-depth 
though usually costly research can provide satisfactory evaluation, based particularly 
on qualitative methodology and participation of different stakeholders. Indirect evalua-
tion might use some proxy-index depending on the local context and situation. The lo-
cal tourism sector performance is normally too broad given the limited weight of the 
RGI product in the relevant geographical area; some more specific indicators that are 
more strictly linked to the RGI include the number of visitors in a specific local museum, 
or the number of tourists visiting the RGI firms. 
5.4.3 Effects on other elements of the territorial capital 
GI systems are often strictly interconnected with many “non-economic” local resources 
such as biodiversity and other components of the local environment (soil, landscape, 
etc.), as well as with cultural and social capital. 
For some GIs, the effects on society and the environment are an important motivation 
for the GI registration process. These effects should also be considered as an integral 
and important part of the evaluation (Belletti et al., 2001; Tregear et al., 2007; Belletti, 
Hauwuy, Marescotti, Paus, 2008). 
With some RGI products, the link is explicit and clear, as in cases where the product 
comes from a specific local breed or variety. The effects over the genetic resource of 
the GI registration and market success can be positive or negative, and they also de-
pend on how the rules in the Codes of Practice are written (Larson, 2007). 
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Very complex chains of causality exist with other RGI products, and it is increasingly 
difficult over time to understand the role of GI protection. Besides, the evaluation of 
these effects is usually very costly, and it should be done only when there are real ex-
pectations about the presence of these effect categories. 
For this reason, the preliminary step in the analysis of the effects on territorial capital is 
the analysis of the relevance between the RGI and the different elements of the territo-
rial capital. This analysis should answer some preliminary questions: 
 Are there any specific local resources used in the RGI production process? 
(e.g. local, specific biological resources) 
 What is the relevance of the RGI cultivated area compared to the total cultiva-
ted area, or to the total surface of the relevant region? (A very low ratio indi-
cates a limited potential effect of the RGI over widespread resources, such as 
water.) 
 Are there particular elements, or other special relationships with local re-
sources? (e.g. local traditions, fairs, specific habitats) 
If one or more of these questions can be answered positively, a deeper analysis should 
be made to highlight chains of causality and identify possible areas of impacts. 
The impact analysis can be done by referring to specific methodologies used in this 
domain, such as the DPSIR approach6 (Drivers-Pressures-State-Impact-Response) or 
similar methodologies. 
 
                                               
6
 The OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) proposed the DPSIR ap-
proach; it is very often used in environmental analysis. As stated by the European Environment Agency 
(EEA), the DPSIR approach can encourage and support decision-making by indicating clear steps in 
the causal chain where the chain can be broken by policy action. The DPSIR represents a systems 
analysis view: social and economic developments exert pressure on the environment and, as a result, 
the state of the environment changes. This leads to impacts on, for example, human health, ecosys-
tems and materials that may elicit a societal response feeding back on the driving forces, on the pres-
sures or on the state or impacts directly, through adaptation or curative action. See for example: 
http://root-devel.ew.eea.europa.eu/ia2dec/knowledge_base/Frameworks/doc101182.  
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Scheme 5.7 RGI potential effects on other elements of the territorial capital 
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
5.5 Possible indicators for monitoring GI effects 
Specific indicators should be used to monitor the effects of the registration of each sin-
gle GI. The following tables propose some examples for each of the main areas. Once 
again, the choice and the full definition of indicators have to be made case by case 
and: 
 according to the specific aims of the evaluation and stakeholder expectations; 
 considering specific features of single RGI product production process, produc-
tion system, supply chain, etc.; 
 taking into account available financial and human resources for the evaluation. 
All proposed indicators have to be considered as rough indicators, and have to be fine-
tuned according to the characteristics of each product, the data available, financial and 
human resources, etc. Each indicator requires specific data collection methodologies, 
and in some cases specific enquiries on statistical samples are needed. In addition, 
some indicators are indices built on a predetermined scale on the basis of primary da-
ta. 
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EFFECTS OF THE GI REGISTRATION: possible indicators at 
single GI system level 
 
FIRST ORDER EFFECTS 
 
1 RGI use     
 Main area Unit Rough indicator (to be fine-tuned case by case) 
    
1.01 Firms’ interest in the GI scheme 
  No. Firms registered in the RGI producers' directory 
  % Firms registered in the RGI producers' directory / Total firms po-
tentially complying with CoP 
  No. Firms using the RGI producers' directory 
  % Firms registered in the RGI producers' directory / Firms using 
the RGI 
  No. Agricultural firms registered in the RGI producers' directory 
  % Agricultural firms registered in the RGI producers' directory / To-
tal agricultural firms potentially complying with CoP 
  No. Agricultural firms using the RGI 
  % Agricultural firms registered in the RGI producers' directory / Ag-
ricultural firms using the RGI 
  … Repeat for all the relevant phases of the GI production process 
  … … 
    
1.02 RGI potentiality   
  Ha Surface area under GI scheme 
  % Surface area under GI scheme / Total cultivated surface area in 
the geographical area as defined by the CoP 
  No. Cattle heads under GI scheme 
  % Cattle heads under GI scheme / Total cattle heads in the CoP 
area 
  Kg/Tons Potential quantity of RGI product (surface or heads under the GI 
scheme, per standard yield) 
  … … 
    
1.03 Quantities / turnover of RGI product 
  Kg/Tons Quantities of RGI product 
  Kg/Tons Quantities of RGI product sold 
  % Quantities of RGI product sold: distribution per relevant market-
ing channel (direct, short and long channels; traditional and 
modern channels; etc.) 
  % Quantities of RGI product sold: distribution per geographical 
market (local, regional, national and international) 
  Kg/Tons Quantities of RGI product not sold as RGI 
  % Quantities of RGI product / Potential quantity of RGI product  
  % Quantities of RGI product sold / Potential quantity of RGI product  
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  $ Turnover of RGI product on the final market 
  % Turnover of RGI product on the final market, distribution rate per 
relevant marketing channel (direct, short and long channels; tra-
ditional and modern channels; etc.) 
  % Turnover of RGI product on the final market, distribution rate per 
geographical market (local, regional, national and international) 
  $ Turnover of RGI product for the whole RGI production system 
(ex farms/factories price) 
  % RGI product‟s share (ex farms/factories price) of the market val-
ue of the total Origin Product production (both RGI and non-RGI) 
  % RGI product‟s share of the final consumption market value 
  … … 
    
1.04 Producer awareness and knowledge of the RGI 
   Awareness and knowledge about: the GI’s existence; its mean-
ing and the content of the Code of Practice; the logo (if any); the 
functioning of the system (firms’ role(s), certification mecha-
nisms, etc.) 
  Index Farmer awareness and knowledge 
  Index Farmer association awareness 
  Index Processor awareness 
  Index Processor association awareness 
  … … 
 
SECOND ORDER EFFECTS 
 
2 Effects on the structure of the RGI system 
 Main area Unit Rough indicator (to be fine-tuned case by case) 
    
2.01 Number of firms and their dimensions 
  No. New agricultural firms resulting from the GI registration 
  No. New processing firms resulting from the GI registration 
  $ / Ha Average dimension of the RGI agricultural firms 
  $ / Ha Average dimension of the RGI processing firms 
  … … 
    
2.02 Exclusion effects  
  No. Number of firms which could use the RGI based on the CoP, 
but do not use the RGI after five years, in different supply chain 
sectors 
  No. The same as above, but calculated for relevant categories of 
firms in the RGI system (small firms, artisanal firms, marginal-
area firms, etc.) 
  % Total firms registered in the RGI producers' directory in different 
supply chain sectors / Total firms in the RGI area in different 
supply chain sectors 
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  % The same as above, but calculated for relevant categories of 
firms in the RGI system (small firms, artisanal firms, marginal-
area firms, etc.) 
  … … 
    
2.03 Organisation of the RGI system 
  0/1 Presence of collective body representative of the RGI 
  No. Number of the collective body‟s member firms 
  No. Number of the collective body‟s member firms, for agricultural 
firms, processing firms, etc. 
  % Number of the collective body‟s member firms / number of firms 
that use the RGI 
  % Number of the collective body‟s member firms, for agricultural 
firms, processing firms, etc. 
  $ RGI Collective body‟s advertising and promotional expenses 
  $ RGI Collective body‟s expenses for technical assistance to 
members 
  $ Other expenses of the RGI Collective body for RGI-related ac-
tivities 
  … … 
    
2.04 Coordination among firms in the RGI system 
  No. Number of cooperatives inside the RGI area that work on the 
RGI product 
  No. Number of firms belonging to these cooperatives 
  % Number of firms belonging to cooperatives / Total firms in the 
area (comparable) 
  0/1 Presence of vertical coordination contracts in the RGI supply 
chain 
  No. / % Level of use of vertical coordination contracts 
  … … 
    
2.05 Investments and innovation in the RGI system 
  $ Investments made by agricultural firms to comply with the CoP, 
by type 
  $ Investments made by processing firms to comply with the CoP, 
by type 
  $ Other investments made by agricultural firms in connection with 
the RGI, by type 
  $ Other investments made by processing firms in connection with 
the RGI, by type 
  No. Number of “new” products introduced (based on the RGI prod-
uct) 
  No. Quality control innovations 
  No. Organisational innovations 
  No. Technical innovations 
   N.B.: investments made at collective level (collective body) are 
calculated in Section 2.03 
  … … 
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3 Effects on the economic performance of the RGI system 
 Main area Unit Rough indicator (to be fine-tuned case by case) 
See also Section 1.03: RGI quantities / values 
    
3.01 Prices   
  $ Of the raw material (at farm gate), per unit 
  $ At the first processing stage, per unit 
  … … 
  $ At retail stage, per unit 
  $ Prices for different quality levels / RGI product typologies 
  $ In domestic market 
  $ In export markets (if relevant, for main foreign markets) 
  $ Comparator: price of similar, non-RGI product, raw material 
  $ Comparator: price of similar, non-RGI product at the first pro-
cessing stage 
  … … 
  $ Comparator: price of similar, non-RGI product at retail stage 
  $ Comparator: price of similar, non-RGI product in domestic mar-
ket 
  $ Comparator: price of similar, non-RGI product in export mar-
kets (if relevant, for main foreign markets) 
  % RGI / Comparator price of raw material 
  % RGI / Comparator price at the first processing stage 
  % RGI / Comparator price in export markets (if relevant, for main 
foreign markets) 
  % RGI / Comparator price at retail stage 
  % RGI / Comparator price in domestic market 
  % RGI / Comparator price, … 
  $ Price of the raw material inside the GI area, but not complying 
with the CoP 
  $ Price of the Origin Product produced inside the GI area and 
similar to the RGI product, but not complying with the CoP 
  … … 
    
3.02 Costs   
  $ Certification costs paid to certification body (fees) 
  $ Control and certification system‟s bureaucratic / administrative 
costs 
  $ Costs for adapting production structures / process to CoP re-
quirements 
  $ Costs of joining producer associations (fees) 
  $ Costs for specific inputs (raw material and land, among others) 
  … … 
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3.03 Profitability   
  $ Profit per unit of raw material 
  $ Profit per unit of final product 
  % RGI / comparator, profit per unit of raw material 
  % RGI / comparator, profit per unit of final product 
  $ RGI producer income: farmers 
  $ RGI producer income: processors 
  $ RGI producer income: traders 
  … … 
    
3.04 Distribution of economic performance 
  % Distribution of final price along the supply chain (RGI vs. com-
parator) 
  % Distribution of quantities sold among different firms‟ typologies 
in each stage of the supply chain (RGI vs. comparator) 
  % Distribution of returns among different firms‟ typologies in each 
stage of the supply chain (RGI vs. comparator) 
  … … 
    
3.05 Other economic benefits 
  No. Access to new markets in the country 
  No. Access to new export markets 
  Index Market diversification – geographical (concentration index) 
  No. Access to new marketing channels 
  Index Marketing channels diversification (concentration index) 
  No. / % Stability of the business: marketing contracts 
  Index Reputation of the firm 
  Index Improved marketing conditions for other products of RGI firms 
  … … 
    
4 Effects on markets and consumers 
 Main area Unit Rough indicator (to be fine-tuned case by case) 
    
4.01 Abuses / imitations 
  No. Total cases of abuses and imitations in country of origin 
  No. Cases of sanctioned abuses-imitations in country of origin 
  % Cases of sanctioned abuses-imitations in country of origin / To-
tal cases of abuses-imitations in country of origin 
  No. Total cases of abuses-imitations abroad 
  No. Cases of sanctioned abuses-imitations abroad 
  % Cases of sanctioned abuses-imitations abroad / Total cases of 
abuses-imitations abroad 
  … … 
    
4.02 Consumer awareness 
  Index Final national consumer awareness 
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  Index Final foreign consumer awareness 
  Index National retailer-buyer awareness 
  Index Foreign retailer-buyer awareness 
  … … 
    
4.03 RGI product quality and identity 
  Index Quality level of the RGI raw material 
  Index Quality level of the RGI product 
  Index Traceability of the RGI product 
  Index Standardisation of the RGI product 
  % Product not complying with the CoP / Total RGI product 
  Index Final consumer perceived quality of the RGI product 
  Index Consumer perceived quality of the RGI product (intermediate 
markets) 
  … … 
 
THIRD ORDER EFFECTS 
 
5 Effects on related markets 
 Main area Unit Rough indicator (to be fine-tuned case by case) 
    
5.01 Effects on related markets 
  $ Price of agricultural land 
  No. Effects on local labour market: number of employees 
  $ Effects on local labour market: salaries paid 
  $ Value of input purchased by RGI firms on local markets 
  … … Other relevant specific related markets 
  … … 
    
6 Effects on economic activities linked to RGI 
 Main area Unit Rough indicator (to be fine-tuned case by case) 
  
6.01 Effects on economic activities linked to GI 
  $/Index Relevance of economic activities based on the RGI (hotels, 
other accommodation forms, restaurants, shops, etc.) 
  $/Index Relevance of economic activities based on specific resources of 
the RGI (landscape, gastronomic specialities, etc.) 
  No. Number of local firms (outside the RGI supply chain) that make 
explicit reference to the RGI product or to related specific re-
sources, in consumer communication 
  No. Tourists in the RGI production area, linked to the RGI 
  No. Number of tourists visiting RGI firms 
  No. Number of tourists visiting RGI-related museums 
  … … 
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7 Effects on other elements of the territorial capital 
 Main area Unit Rough indicator (to be fine-tuned case by case) 
The potential link between the RGI and the below elements of the territorial capital should be 
carefully analysed because they are context-specific; hence, the indicators should be selected 
according to this framework. 
7.01 Biodiversity   
  Index Level of use of specific varieties / breeds 
  Index Use of cultivation techniques beneficial to specific habitat con-
servation 
  … …. 
    
7.02 Environment   
  Index Impact on water quality 
  Index Impact on water consumption 
  Index Impact on water retention 
  Index Use of cultivation techniques beneficial to landscape 
  Index Use of cultivation techniques beneficial to soil quality 
  … … 
    
7.03 Social capital  
  Index Local associations linked to the RGI 
  Index Involvement of women in the RGI system 
  Index Participation of marginalised farmers / producers 
  Index Production of the RGI in "marginal areas" (no. of firms, surfac-
es/heads, turnover, etc.) 
  Index Fairness of the added value distribution 
  … … 
    
7.04 Cultural capital  
  Index Diffusion of culinary traditions linked to the GI 
  Index Fairs / other events linked to the RGI 
  Index Traditional buildings linked to the GI 
  Index Cultural event linked to the RGI 
  … … 
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6 Guidelines for Implementing a Registered GI System Moni-
toring and Evaluation Tool 
6.1 The main steps in the process 
Effects coming from the GI registration and firms‟ use of the GI are very complex, as 
clearly shown in the previous sections. 
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) methodologies, organising activities, and manage-
ment issues are strictly interrelated. In general, rather than being “perfect”, an M&E tool 
should be: 
 scientifically grounded, or built on a robust methodological hypothesis taking in-
to account the current knowledge in the field of analysis; 
 workable, that is, manageable and feasible on the basis of the local and region-
al context, and considering the specificities of the GI product under analysis. 
The required resources and costs, as well as the time needed for effects to be 
displayed, need to be taken into account. An equilibrium in the trade-off be-
tween costs of M&E and precision of the M&E activity should be reached; 
 effective, with regard to the specific role given to the monitoring and evaluation 
in the GI support strategy. Stakeholders should clearly state the objective of the 
M&E tool, and the general values orientating the evaluation should be clearly 
defined (e.g. sustainability, competitiveness, poverty reduction, etc.); 
 participative, or able to stimulate participation of all stakeholders, in order to: in-
tegrate all points of view and interests in the evaluation; empower all categories 
of firms and local actors; hold information collection costs in check and simulta-
neously allow for feedback effects; 
 policy-relevant, that is, useful for elaborating individual and collective strategies, 
both at the private and public level.  
The evaluation process may be divided into three main phases: 
a. Task-building 
b. The survey 
c. “Stricto sensu” evaluation 
Each phase has different steps, as illustrated in Table 6.1. 
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Table 6.1 The evaluation process: three phases 
1. Task-building 
a. Identifying the evaluation‟s specific aims 
b. Delimitating the object of the analysis; identifying stakeholders and col-
lecting general information 
c. Involving stakeholders and setting up the M&E Team 
d. Analysing stakeholder expectations; identifying causal relationships and 
transmission mechanisms (chains of causality) 
e. Identifying potential areas of GI registration effects and critical points to 
be analysed 
2. The survey 
f. Choosing pertinent indicators (cost-benefit analysis) 
g. Gathering and recording data 
3. Stricto sensu evaluation 
h. Organising data, analysing and reporting  
i. Evaluating performance 
j. Elaborating responses at private and public level 
 
The following paragraphs discuss some insights about the main steps and present 
some tools to be used in the M&E process. The use of those tools is decided case by 
case based on the aims of the evaluation and the specific characteristics of the Regis-
tered GI.  
The steps can cover both GI framework evaluation and GI system evaluation, with only 
minor adaptation. Examples will refer to the effects of GI registration. 
 
6.2 The task- building phase 
Task-building is the most important phase of the M&E process. Indeed, this phase sets 
the conditions for clearly defining the object of analysis and the point(s) of view (gen-
eral and specific aims, values, etc.) to orient the evaluation. 
a. Identifying the evaluation’s specific aims  
Normally the evaluation is conducted under the initiative of a specific stakeholder cate-
gory - such as firm associations, local or national public administrations, universities – 
that expresses specific aims. These aims should be clear and explicit from the begin-
ning so that the object of the analysis can be clearly identified and delimitated. 
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A written card is needed to formally define the specific aims of the evaluation and es-
tablish the main questions to answer (see example). 
 
Example: written card defining specific aims of the evaluation 
Principal of the evaluation: Producer association of the GI product 
  
Aims of the evaluation:  Evaluating economic effects of the GI registration 
  
Main questions to be answered: – What are the effects of the GI registration on 
firm incomes and marketing channels used? 
– Has the GI registration affected product prices? 
– Has the average quality of the GI product in-
creased after the registration? 
  
Potential side effects – What is the trend for prices of Origin Products 
not bearing the GI? 
– Has the registration of the GI exerted effects on 
local (female) employment structure? 
– Has the registration of the GI exerted effects on 
poverty alleviation? 




Notwithstanding the fact that the registered GI product may be well defined on the ba-
sis of the CoP, and that producing firms are identified, the GI system is also intercon-
nected to the wider OP system, the whole supply chain (included non-localised activi-
ties) and the local system. For this reason, potential economic, social and environmen-
tal areas of evaluation might be included in the M&E process, even if they are not con-
sidered as “core” areas by the principal of evaluation. 
The monitoring timespan is strictly linked to the aims; it should be consistent with the 
time needed for a full expression of the effects. 
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b. Delimitating the object of the analysis, identifying stakeholders and collect-
ing general information 
To depict a first framework for evaluation, a preliminary analysis of the OP production 
system is required. This analysis should be made by the leading actor of the M&E pro-
cess, or by experts committed to doing it. 
The results of the preliminary analysis should contain at least: 
 the basic characteristics of the OP and GI product and production process; 
 the identification of the supply-chain structure and trends: production process 
characteristics, technologies, and marketing channels; 
 the identification of the actors‟ network (firms, public institutions, collective or-
ganisations, etc.) involved in the OP production and valorisation; 
 the general situation of the OP production system and its value chain, with spe-
cial reference to the marketing channels used; 
 a synthesis with the identification of main elements of strength and weakness, 
threats and opportunities (SWOT Analysis; see examples). 
 
Example – Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats: SWOT Analysis for 
Jamaica Blue Mountain Coffee (JBM)  
Context opportunities 
– Increasing consumers‟ interest in spe-
cific quality coffees and geographical 
origin 
– Market development in non-traditional 
consumer countries 
– Development of marketing channels 
directly linking producer countries and 
the retail system in developed coun-
tries 
– Opportunities offered by Geographical 
Indications sui generis protection 
schemes, in some countries of the EU 
– … 
Context threats 
– Increase in competition on the high-
quality coffee market: different quality 
cues (environmental and social issues) 
– New coffee terroirs emerging; registra-
tion of new geographical indications 
around the world 
– Many abuses and imitations of the 
name on final and intermediate market: 
many fake “BM” coffees, possible neg-
ative effects on the reputation 
– Blends named Jamaica Blue Mountain 
in some relevant markets (Japan) 
– … 
Strengths of the GI product/GI system 
– Excellent reputation of the product 
– Strong identity on the market 
– Very high prices on the final market, 
paid back to processors and farmers 
Weaknesses of the GI product/GI system 
– High production costs in the cultivation 
– Dependence on the Japanese market, 
which is held by only a few Japanese 
trading companies 
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– Well-established production and quali-
ty rules  
– Strong supply chain organisation, also 
due to the Coffee Board activity 
– Good competencies along the supply 
chain 
– … 
– The system‟s bureaucratic organisation 
can hinder innovation 
– Weak incentives for farmers to make 
quality improvements 
– Poor links with domestic market (tour-
ists), and low quality of coffee 
– Very difficult to control downstream 
supply chain activities abroad (roasting 




Example – Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats: SWOT Analysis for 
Jamaica Jerk  
Context opportunities 
– Increasing consumer interest in high-
quality products, and particularly in 
jerk 
– Potential for increase in exports due 




– Many in-market imitations and abuses 
of the name, especially abroad (UK, 
Canada, US) 
– Some misuse even on the internal 
market 
– Presence and growth of other “jerk-
style” products on the market that may 
affect consumer perception of the au-
thentic jerk 
Strengths of the GI product/GI system 
– High product reputation in Jamaica 
and some foreign markets 
– Strong product tradition and identity; 
strong link with Jamaican culture 
– High supply elasticity may favour the 
response to increases in demand 
Weaknesses of the GI product/GI system 
– Low degree of organisation among pro-
ducers (although growing) 
– High variability of the recipe may be an 
obstacle in reaching and maintaining an 
agreement on CoP contents 
 
Note: Jamaican jerk is traditionally used in both seasoning and cooking meat (normally pork and 
chicken). Jerk seasoning’s basic ingredients are pepper, scallion, thyme, and pimento.  
c. Involving stakeholders and setting up the M&E Team 
From the perspective of participatory analysis methodologies, the involvement of all 
stakeholder categories, as identified in the previous step on network analysis, is of par-
amount importance for the success of the M&E process.  
Participation could be obtained directly or through representatives of different producer 
categories. In some cases associations represent groups of stakeholders. In others, 
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some categories ─ normally those empowered ─ are neither involved in nor informed 
about the GI registration process, although they are affected by it.  
All the relevant phases of the supply chain should be represented and involved in order 
to measure overall impacts on the society, and all stakeholder typologies inside each 
phase of the supply chain should be considered as well (e.g., the smallest and non-
professional farmers). This ensures that all points of view and perspectives are covered 
in the evaluation and interpretation of results. 
Public administrations, at all policy levels, may also be involved in the M&E process; 
this to guarantee the involvement of all the stakeholder categories and the analysis of 
the effects that the GI registration process and implementation have on some relevant 
“public goods”. 
Other stakeholder categories involved in the OP system should participate in the eval-
uation process as well, depending on the general features of the product and its pro-
duction system. 
Tools to allow a comprehensive and active participation of stakeholders in the M&E 
process vary according to local social and cultural specificities. The final result of this 
step is the establishment of a representative Monitoring and Evaluation Team (M&E 
Team). This allows for participation of interested categories and people in the finalisa-
tion of the M&E tool, in its application in the field and in the interpretation of results.  
d. Analysing stakeholder expectations, and identifying causal relationships and 
transmission mechanisms (chains of causality) 
Different stakeholders normally have different expectations about the benefits they can 
draw from the GI registration; therefore, they often have different motivations in using 
the GI in their activities.  
These expectations should be made explicit and carefully analysed in order to orientate 
the M&E process. 
 
Example of card summarising different stakeholder characteristics and motivations – 
for Jamaica Rum 
Actor typology Characteristics Motivations/expectations 
JAMAICA (inside and outside the supply chain) 
Farmers and their 
associations, co-
operatives, etc.) 
Small farmers are not involved 
in the rum supply chain. 
Some big sugar estates are 
part of sugar factories / distiller-
ies. 
Small farmers are not involved in the GI pro-
tection. In general, the link with rum is weak, 
and it is important especially for vertically in-
tegrated rum factories. 
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Sugar factories  Most Jamaican distilleries own 
a sugar factory. 
Strong demand for molasses 
from Jamaican distilleries. 
Low value of molasses for sug-
ar factories. 
Recent entry of Chinese com-
panies in Jamaican sugar sec-
tor; uncertainty about future 
molasses availability. 
Modest interest in rum and in the GI registra-
tion, except for sugar factories integrated with 
rum processing plants. 
In general, molasses is a by-product of sugar 
processing and has limited economic im-
portance. 
Chinese firms‟ entry in the sugar sector can 
lead to a decrease in molasses availability in 
the internal market, or to a cost increase due 
to use of molasses for production of their own 
energy supply. 
Distilleries  There are 6 distilleries owned 
by 4 firms (2 of them are public-
owned). The sector is under 
control by the national authori-
ties in charge of collection of 
excises. 
Distilleries‟ expected effects: 
– a reduction of imitations (fake Jamaican 
rums) on external markets; 
– a ban on blending Jamaican rum with 
other rums, and on mentioning the name 
“Jamaica” on these blends‟ labels; 
– an increase in their bargaining power 
against; downstream firms, mainly on for-
eign consumption markets; 
– an increase in rum sold as 100% Jamai-
can; 









The Association groups the dis-
tillation firms in Jamaica, and 
manages the supply of both 
Jamaican and imported molas-
ses. 




Aging firms and 
bottlers in other 
countries 
Very often these actors blend 
Jamaican rum with other rums 
in order to: 
– improve the quality char-
acteristics of their rum; 
– use the name “Jamaica” 
on the bottle (also as “Ja-
maica blend”). 
No specific information on these actors. 
Different attitudes could be expected, depend-
ing on different marketing characteristics of 
ageing and bottler firms. Some of them could 
be interested in developing a strategy for 
100% Jamaican rum. 
Customers in im-
porting countries 
No data available. ------- 
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Example of card synthesising agreed and conflicting points among GI stakeholders – 
for Jamaica Blue Mountain Coffee 
Main statements shared by stakeholders 
All stakeholders involved agree on expecting an easier and better protection of intel-
lectual property right against imitations and abuses, even though the GI registration in 
Jamaica is only a first step toward improving protection in foreign countries. 
Market diversification and price consolidation are the other most quoted motivations. 
Potential conflicting points 
No specific conflicting points emerge among the different actor categories. Thanks to 
the Coffee Board, the JBM coffee system already has a common strategy. 
There is a lack of conflicting points because rules in the GI CoP (area delimitation, 
process and product quality characteristics) are more or less the same as the national 
legislation. In addition, the local actors do not have the same level of information about 
the GI. 
However, it is felt that the declared need to better control roasting activities is difficult 
to achieve, because roasting activity in the international coffee supply-chain structure 
is usually performed in consumer countries. 
e. Identifying potential areas of GI registration effects and critical points to be 
analysed  
The task-building phase comes to an end when different stakeholders identify potential 
areas of impact of GI registration and express their expectations for the registration.  
For a clear analysis, stakeholders should elaborate the causal relationships and trans-
mission mechanisms linking the current situation of the OP production system, the GI 
registration and the expected impacts. 
Any hypotheses about causal relationships and transmission mechanisms should be 
made by the M&E Team on the basis of theory, knowledge of other GI initiatives, inter-
views of key actors and/or specific meetings. 
In this step, “conceptual maps” become starting points for different potential effects of 
GI registration, as discussed in the previous section (see the general overview of the 
effects resulting from GI registration and use in the scheme below). These maps could 
be used as tools to help stimulate stakeholder analysis. 
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Scheme 6.1 General overview of the effects from GI registration and use  
 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
Example of questions for social and environmental factors 
Questions to answer: 
 Are any social, cultural and environmental attributes important for the production 
and the reputation of the GI product? If so, what are they? 
 Are there any risks of polluting or damaging the environment as a consequence of 
GI production? 
 Does the CoP include provisions for the sustainable use of local natural resources? 
Does the CoP contribute to preserving biodiversity? 
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 What are the main social categories involved in the GI‟s production process? Are 
those categories active at all stages of production? What are their main contribu-
tions to the process and what are their needs? 
 Is there equitable distribution of the added value for all social actors? 
 Do certain social actors have a dominant position? 
 Does the CoP refer to the know-how and skills of producers, or only to those of pro-
cessors? How can producer know-how be better stimulated? 
 How is local culture affected? How can it be preserved? Is local know-how used in 
the GI production? 
Information to fill in (Table A, B): 
Table A: List the most favourable and most critical environmental factors linked to your 
product 
Table B: List the most favourable and most difficult social factors linked to your product 
A. Environmental factors  
Most favourable factors 
(opportunities) 












B. Social factors  
Most favourable factors 
(opportunities) 












Source: Vandecandelaere et al. (2009) 
 
Example of a card synthesising first, second, and third order effects – Jamaica Blue 
Mountain (JBM) Coffee (simplified card version) 
FIRST ORDER EFFECTS 
RGI-use 
Firms' interest in the 
GI scheme 
Nearly all coffee growers in the BM region are involved in the JBM sys-
tem, even if a complete census is still ongoing. All first processors 
make use of the name “JBM” in marketing their products, and use the 
Coffee Industry Board of Jamaica (CIB) trademark. The extent to which 
the JBM certification mark is used can serve as a reference level for fu-
ture RGI use. 
RGI potentiality 
Instead of an increase in coffee-cultivated area in the short term, more 
intense cultivation is expected.  
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Quantities / turnover 
of RGI Product 
Increases in production and prices are expected effects of the GI regis-
tration and of access to new markets. An increase in the roasted share 
of production can also be expected. 
Effects on non-BM-produced coffee should be monitored. RGI of JBM 
could have either positive (pull) or negative effects. 
Producer awareness 
and knowledge of 
the RGI 
Awareness of the meaning and implications of the protection is not sig-
nificant enough. 
SECOND ORDER EFFECTS 
Effects on the structure of the RGI system 
Number of firms and 
dimensions 
Expect a possible increase in the number of first processors and Ja-
maican roasters. 
Exclusion effects 
The deployment of such effects depends on the organisation and man-
agement of still-to-be-defined control and certification activities. 
Farmers could have problems entering a complex administrative sys-
tem. First processors seem able to support an expected increase in 
administrative and bureaucratic costs, as some of the processors are 
already involved in other certification systems. 
Per CoP rules, almost all coffee production in the BM region can be 
marked as GI. 
Organisation of the 
RGI system 
No mentioned effects, due partly to CIB presence. 
Coordination among 
firms in the RGI sys-
tem 
RGI is expected to stimulate cooperation among stakeholders and de-
velopment of a “common vision”. These effects should be attained via 
improved participation of all categories of supply-chain actors (farmers, 
processors, dealers, roasters, etc.) in the collective body managing the 
GI. 
Investments and in-
novation in the RGI 
system 
GI registration and protection can create better conditions for collective 
promotional investments. In general, clearer rules should support firms‟ 
investments in the product, but no other specific investments or innova-
tions are expected as a direct consequence of the GI registration. 
Effects on the economic performance of the RGI system 
Prices 
Significant increase in final prices are not expected because:  
-  prices are already high, and further increases may be not sustainable 
on the market; 
-  the BM system doesn‟t seem to control prices, relying instead on im-
portant customers abroad; 
-  of increased competition among high-quality and specialty coffees. 
Price differentiation at farm level could be a tool for giving quality incen-
tives to farmers and improving the quality of the final product. 
Costs 
RGI could generate new costs for firms as well as fees to be paid for 
inspection and certification activities. The total costs will greatly depend 
on Jamaican rules and the organisation of these activities. 
Profitability 
Expected increase in profitability. High variability depending on typolo-
gy of firms and activity developed (production, processing, marketing). 
Distribution of eco-
nomic performance 
Vertical distribution: no expected modification in the structure of the 
added-value distribution along the supply chain, even if the (potential) 
increases in added value could benefit more the downstream actors 
than others in the supply chain (first processors, roasters). 
Territorial distribution: uncertain effects on non-BM Jamaican coffees. 
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Other economic 
benefits 
BM firms expect that GI protection will help to open new markets 
abroad and to reduce dependence on some others. Opening of new 
marketing channels is expected. 
RGI could also improve business stability with customers, e.g. the 
share of roasted coffee (RGI BM), sold on the basis of vertical coordi-
nation contracts of the total, could provide some indications. Relevant 
markets are UK, US, Canada, and Japan. 
Effects on markets and consumers 
Abuses / imitations 
Stakeholders expect that abuses and misuses of the GI abroad will be 
prevented, and that imitations will be eliminated from the market. Indi-
rect effects depend on the GI protection in Jamaica, but national regis-
tration could be a first step for extending GI protection abroad. 
Consumer aware-
ness 
Expected increase of consumer awareness due to the GI quality sign‟s 
reputation in some countries (EU in particular), and/or due to specific 
marketing campaigns. 
RGI product quality 
and identity 
RGI CoP doesn‟t change the current quality rules. 
Better organisation of the supply chain and formalisation of procedures 
are expected, with improved traceability and control, particularly of the 
supply chain‟s upstream phases. 
Coffee cherry prices usually do not vary according to coffee cherry 
quality. 
THIRD ORDER EFFECTS 
Economic effects outside the RGI production system 
Effects on related 
markets (land prices, 
salaries) 
No expected effects mentioned. 
Economic activities 
linked to GI 
Local actors mention no specific effects, but RGI can contribute to an 
increase of tourism in the area. 
Effects on other elements of the territorial capital 
Biodiversity 
No expected effects mentioned. In the eyes of those interviewed, the GI 
does not seem relevant to biodiversity. 
Environment 
Deforestation: uncertain expected effects. Some farmers may intensify 
the production per acre and/or utilize unforested land. Others think that 
an increase in demand may cause deforestation, but the current opin-
ion is that a production increase could be obtained by intensifying culti-
vation (increase in yields per acre). 
Water: no direct, expected effects on water quantity and quality from 
the GI registration. Intensifying coffee production can lead to greater 
use of fertilizer, thus increasing water pollution. 
Social capital 
No specific, expected effects mentioned. In general, maintaining coffee 
production is very important for social equilibriums in the BM area, due 
to coffee‟s significant role in the local economy. 
Cultural capital No specific, expected effects due to the GI mentioned. 
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6.3 The survey 
f. Choosing pertinent indicators (cost-benefit analysis) 
The first step in the survey phase, once the areas of GI registration effects and the crit-
ical points for analysis are chosen, is the selection of relevant indicators for monitoring. 
For each area of impact, one or more indicators can be defined.  
Many methodological questions relate to the use of indicators. The literature on moni-
toring and evaluation emphasises the importance of carefully selecting precise indica-
tors. Indeed, it is easy to identify too many indicators, and choose ambiguous or irrele-
vant ones. However, in the logic of a participatory M&E involving more and different 
groups of people, it is important that indicators meet their different information require-
ments.  
Furthermore, indicators should ideally look at: short- and long-term changes; local and 
broader-scale changes; the general development process; quantitative and qualitative 
information; and tangible and intangible effects. 
The identification of “good indicators” is a key point in the evaluation process. Some of 
the main characteristics for a good indicator are: 
1. Relevance. Indicators should: 
 address the key issues in the analysis of the registered GI‟s potential ef-
fects; 
 be representative of the issue to be analysed; 
 be responsive by changing quickly enough in response to the hypothe-
sised causal factor but not to other factors; 
 avoid duplication of information and effort (often, indicators are corre-
lated); 
 be easy to interpret;  
 be associated, if possible, to a reference level that allows easy bench-
marking; or, to a threshold level. 
2. Analytical soundness. Indicators should be based on: 
 sound science; 
 verifiable statistics, data or information, if possible. 
3. Measurability. Indicators should:  
 be based on available data or data that could be collected;  
 not be too costly, or with a good cost-benefit ratio; 
 refer to the specific area/production system; 
 be updated regularly. 
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Official data are often unavailable at the relevant level for a GI system. As a conse-
quence, it is important to check if data have been collected inside the GI system and if 
so, which data and collected by whom. Agricultural statistics are often difficult to obtain, 
especially at a pertinent scale with regard to the GI product, and particularly when the 
product is not marketed solely through formal channels. Often, existing data sources 
may be of questionable veracity, requiring reference to other information sources dur-
ing the assessment.  
The availability and collection of the indicator reference levels is an important issue. 
While it is normally impossible to have a good counterfactual (see Section 3), reference 
levels allow for benchmarking the GI situation, whether based on their absolute value 
or only on their trend. For the GI product, reference levels could be represented by 
specific indicators at a different level of analysis (e.g., general prices of the same kind 
of product under GI). The identification of reference level indicators should take into 
account the same characteristics discussed above, and they should be collected at the 
same time as the main indicator. In other situations, a threshold level could be defined 
for the indicator. This is mainly the case for environmental aspects linked to the GI 
product.  
In order to support the choice of relevant indicators, an evaluation grid could be filled in 
for each possible indicator:  
 
Evaluation grid for indicators 
Name of indicator: 
 
Main area of effects: Choose areas  
 
Specific aim of the indicator: 
 
Type of indicator: Qualitative, quantitative, etc. 
Method of data collection: Official statistical data, administrative data, 
specific survey, etc. 
Who is responsible for collecting data for the indi-
cator?  
 Notes 
Are there reference or threshold levels for compar-
ison with the indicator? 
Yes No Notes 
What is the expected chain of causality between 
the indicator and the GI registration / use? 
 
Are data easily obtained? Yes No Notes 
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Is the calculation required for the indicator simple 
enough? 
Yes No Notes 
Is the indicator objective and reliable? Yes No Notes 
Can stakeholders easily understand the indicator? Yes No Notes 
Are there other possible indicators for monitoring 
the same phenomenon? 
Yes No Notes 
What are the advantages/disadvantages of the in-
dicator compared to alternatives? 
Advantages Disadvantages 




Source: Authors’ findings 
 
g. Gathering and recording data  
The main questions that need to be addressed are: Where can the required information 
be found? What tools should be used? Who will gather the information, and when? 
While there is a wide variety of tools and techniques for gathering data, the choice of 
which to use will depend strongly on local context and project-specific criteria. 
Data collection could be very complex, depending on the chosen indicator and the de-
gree of precision needed. If data are not available, a data collection method should be 
selected from the available methods (see Table 6.2). 
Collecting quantitative data requires sampling design and selection, and can be very 
expensive. Many data collection instruments are available, such as case studies (re-
ferred to representative situations), focus groups, direct interviews, observation, and 
analysis of written documents (e.g. administrative documents, databases, etc.). 
Strengths and weaknesses of these data collection instruments have to be carefully 
analysed and discussed (see Table 6.2). Some data, like prices or sales volume of the 
RGI product, require regular surveys. Other data could be collected just once per year, 
or even at the beginning and end of the monitoring period. 
The data collection process should be carefully planned, organised and managed, in 
order to guarantee good quality of data. For each indicator, a “practical card” is useful 
to give details about the data and how they are collected, a template for recording, and 
critical issues or other useful technical information and notes for the interpretation, (if 
any). 
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Data and information concerning each indicator should be registered and organised for 
the M&E Team. Data quality should be carefully verified, as well as the regularity of da-
ta collection.  
 
Table 6.2 Main data collection instruments for impact evaluation 
Technique Definition and use Strengths Weaknesses 
Case studies Collecting information 
that forms a story, either 
descriptive or explanato-
ry, and serves to answer 
questions of how and 
why 
– Can cover a full va-




– Can add explanatory 
power when the fo-




Good case studies are 
difficult to do. They: 
– Require rigorous 
and specialised re-
search and writing 
skills 
– Cannot generalise 
findings over the 
population 
– Are time-consuming 
– Are difficult to repli-
cate 
Focus groups Holding focused discus-
sions with members of 
target population who 
are familiar with perti-
nent issues before writ-
ing a set of structured 
questions. The purpose 
is to compare the bene-
ficiaries‟ perspectives 
with abstract concepts 
from the evaluation‟s ob-
jectives 
– Similar advantages 
as interviews (be-
low) 
– Particularly useful 
when participant in-
teraction is desired 
– A useful way of iden-
tifying hierarchical 
influences 
– Can be expensive 
and time-consuming 
– Must be sensitive to 
mixing hierarchical 
levels 
– Cannot be general-
ised 
Interviews The interviewer asks 
questions of one or more 
persons and records 
their answers. 
Interviews may be formal 
or informal, face-to-face 
or by telephone, and use 
closed- or open-ended 
questions 
– People and institu-
tions can explain 
their experiences in 
their own words and 
setting 
– Flexible, so the in-
terviewer can pursue 
unanticipated lines 
of inquiry and probe 
issues in depth 
– Particularly useful if 
there are language 
difficulties 
– Greater likelihood of 




– Can be expensive 
– If not done properly, 
the interviewer can 
influence the inter-
viewee‟s response 
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Observations Observing and recording 
a situation in a log or di-
ary. This includes who is 
involved, what happens, 
and when, where and 
how events occur. 
Observation can be di-
rect (observer watches 
and records) or partici-
patory (the observer be-
comes part of the setting 
for a period of time). 
– Provide descriptive 
information on con-
text and observed 
changes 
– Quality and useful-
ness of data are 




– Findings can be 
open to interpreta-
tion 
– Do not easily apply 
within a short time 
frame to process 
change  
Questionnaires Developing a set of sur-
vey questions whose 
answers can be coded 
consistently  
– Can reach a wide 
sample simultane-
ously 
– Allow respondents 
time to think before 
they answer 
– Can be answered 
anonymously 
– Impose uniformity by 
asking all respond-
ents the same ques-
tions 
– Make data compila-
tion and comparison 
easier 
– The quality of re-
sponses depends 
greatly on the clarity 
of the questions 
– Sometimes difficult 
to persuade people 
to complete and re-
turn them  








such as records, admin-
istrative databases, 
training materials, and 
correspondence. 
– Can identify issues 
to investigate further 
and provide evi-
dence of action, 
change, and impact 
to support respond-
ents‟ perceptions 
– Can be inexpensive 
– Potentially time-
consuming 
Source: Baker (2000) 
 
6.4 “Stricto sensu evaluation” 
h. Organising data, analysing and reporting 
This phase should provide findings about the effects of GI registration. Unlike conclu-
sions, findings do not involve value judgments. 
Once the data collection for all the relevant periods has been completed, a synthesis 
and preliminary analysis of the data should be done in order to make them manageable 
and useful for the M&E Team and other people involved in valuing the GI registration‟s 
performance. 
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This process mainly involves technical competencies both inside and outside the M&E 
Team, in order to provide good, pertinent and easily understandable information for the 
next performance evaluation step. Data organisation, analysis and reporting are 
achieved by: 
 Verifying collected data to ensure quality results. The analysis of data quality 
requires collaboration among analysts, data producers and policymakers to 
clarify questions and problems with the accuracy of data collection and prob-
lems that may be raised through their interpretation (Baker, 2000); 
 Building indicators and organising empirical evidences according to general 
evaluation questions, main expectations, and effects identified in the task-
building phase; 
 Collecting additional information, if needed, in order to complete or check the 
quality and/or the meaning of the available information. In particular, it could be 
useful to collect additional information about possible comparators and specific 
issues that are not well illustrated by collected data (lack of data, or very poor 
quality and reliability of data). For some specific issues, it could be useful to 
make some in-depth analyses using case studies, interviews, and focus groups; 
 Making a critical analysis and elaborating a working hypothesis to facilitate the 
next step (the performance evaluation) of the evaluation process. Making a crit-
ical analysis of collected data and elaborating a working hypothesis are crucial 
activities because they remain in a buffer area between the more “technical” da-
ta analysis and reporting, and the more “political” and “strategic” evaluation of 
performance. The risk of non-neutrality should be carefully taken into account. 
This analysis should consider three different approaches:  
– change analysis: compares indicators over time; 
– attribution analysis: compares the observed changes against targets or 
comparators, if available for some issue; 
– contribution analysis: confirms or disconfirms the cause-and-effect rela-
tionship of the measured changes resulting from the GI registration, on 
the basis of a chain of causality. As underlined in previous sections, the 
effects of GI registration may depend on both internal and external driv-
ing forces. While first order effects are directly due to the registration of 
the GI, second and third order effects are linked to more general pres-
sures as well. 
Contribution and attribution analysis should check the extent of evidence com-
ing from collected data and calculated indicators over time, and/or from com-
parators directly attributable to the registration of the GI. In this regard, a careful 
verification of causal relationships highlighted in the task-building phase is 
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needed. (Step: Analysis of the stakeholders’ expectations, causal relationships 
and mechanism transmissions). Both expert and local actor advice can contrib-
ute to the analysis, collected from individual interviews or small group meetings. 
Indicators are meant to demonstrate a possible manifestation of the GI registra-
tion effect, and monitor changes over time in a constant and consistent way. 
This helps to clarify goals and to be more precise. In any case, indicators need 
to be interpreted in light of stakeholder experience and other sources of infor-
mation. The interpretation of indicator values requires stakeholders to take an 
active role in the process (see participatory methods, Section 3.5); 
 Providing an overview (synthesis) of the effects. A general synthesis, with an 
assessment of the indicator‟s relevance, the degree of data reliability, and the 
degree of causality of the observed phenomenon with the GI registration is very 
useful for next steps (see example, Table 6.3); 
 Preparing reports and other outputs from the analytical work. These are the 
main inputs in the next step of the process, and they should be differentiated 
according to their target, e.g. farmers, processing firms, local population, local 
and/or national government policymakers, and scientists. 
 
Table 6.3  Synthesis of main areas of effects and relevant indicators (exam-
ples) 
 Main areas Indicator (examples) Relevance  Reliability GI cau-
sality 
I – RGI use 
 Firms‟ in-
terest in the 
GI scheme 
Var. in No. of firms in the 
RGI system / potential (%) 
… 
Low  









  Var. in No. of firms using the 
RGI / total firms in the RGI 
system 
… 
… … … 
 RGI poten-
tiality 
Variation of surface area un-
der GI scheme 
… 
… … … 




Quantities of RGI sold 
(trend) 
… 
… … … 
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of the RGI 
No. of producers knowing 
the existence of the RGI 
… 
… … … 
II.a – Effects on the structure of the RGI system 




No. of new-entrant farms 
… 
… … … 
 Exclusion 
effects 
No. of firms using the RGI / 
No. of potential firms  
… 
… … … 
 Organisation 
of the RGI 
system 
No. of firms as members of 
the collective body 
… 
… … … 
 Coordination No. of farms as members of 
co-operatives 
… 




Investments made by farmers 
to comply with the CoP 
… 
… … … 
II.b – Effects on the economic performance of the RGI system 
 Prices Price of the RGI 
Price of comparator 
… 
… … … 
 Costs Costs of compliance 
… 
… … … 
 Profitability Profits per RGI unit 
… 
… … … 
 Distribution 
of returns 
Distribution of final price 
along the local supply chain 
… 




Access to new markets 
New marketing channels 
… 
… … … 
II.c – Effects on markets and consumers 
 Abuses / im-
itations 
No. of abuses-imitations in a 
relevant export market 
… 
… … … 
 Consumer 
awareness 
No. of consumers who know 
the meaning of the RGI 
… 
… … … 






… … … 
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III.a –Effects on related markets 
 Prices  
 
Price of agricultural land  
Price of other relevant inputs 
… 
   
 Labour Labour availability 
Cost of labour 
… 
   
III.b – Effects on the economic activities linked to the GI a 




No. of restaurants offering the 
GI, turnover 
No. of specialised shops, 
turnover  
… 
   
 Tourism  No. of tourists visiting GI 
firms 
No. on nights spent in the  
area 
…  
   
      
III.c – Effects on other elements of the territorial capital 
 Biodiversity Use of local plant varieties 
… 
… … … 
 Environment Water quality 
… 





… … … 
 Cultural cap-
ital 
No. of promotional events 
linked to the RGI 
… 
… … … 
Source: Authors’ findings 
 
i. Evaluating performance 
The aim of performance evaluation is to express value judgments about the effects of 
the GI over the different relevant areas (see Step e) and their relevance with regard to 
stakeholder expectations (identified in Step d). 
The main questions to be considered are: 
 To what extent does the GI registration lead to effects in different impact areas? 
How can these effects be evaluated even with regard to available comparators 
or other possible valorisation tools (other than GI registration) for origin prod-
ucts? 
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 The evaluation of GI registration effects has to be implemented with reference 
to each area of possible impact, on the basis of chosen indicators. How should 
contrasting effects in different impact areas (e.g. positive effects on prices, but 
negative effects on the environment) be considered?  
 To what extent are stakeholder expectations in the GI registration fulfilled? To 
what extent is the GI registration relevant with respect to needs, problems and 
issues identified by different stakeholder categories? 
 Are there contrasting effects for different stakeholder categories? Given that GI 
schemes are not always accessible by all the firms in the same way, and that 
these schemes can modify the competitive conditions both horizontally (inside 
each sector of the RGI supply chain) and vertically (between different sectors of 
the RGI supply chain), a particular focus should be devoted to horizontal and 
vertical distribution of the benefits coming from the GI registration and use. This 
task requires inclusion of all potential RGI system stakeholders as well as ac-
tors who have been excluded from the RGI system (such as firms located out-
side the geographical boundaries established by the GI CoP). Interviews of key 
informants and small group meetings could be used for this purpose. 
 Are effects better or worse than expected? What did not work? Are negative ef-
fects due to the structure of the GI scheme, or to wider structural or organisa-
tional weaknesses of the GI production system? How do more general factors ─ 
negative international market trend and appreciation of the national exchange 
rate, among others ─ affect the GI registration effects? What are the strengths 
of the registered GI system? 
From a methodological point of view, a number of choices have to be made to carry out 
a useful GI performance evaluation. First, there are two different approaches regarding 
who is in charge of the performance evaluation:  
 evaluation managed by outsiders, or by stakeholders located at higher institu-
tional levels not directly involved in the RGI supply chain; 
 evaluation involving all end-users of the GI and other stakeholders in the RGI 
system (and, if relevant, in the more general Origin Product system). 
These two approaches can be complementary, and both can be used in the field. 
Second, the evaluation of the performance of the GI registration can be based on both 
objective and subjective approaches. 
Objective evaluation consists of a comparison of what happened to the RGI product 
during the evaluation period with respect to some benchmark situation (another prod-
uct; the same product some years later; etc.). Due to the difficulties of having a good 
counterfactual (see Section 3), this analysis can provide only a few useful elements for 
the evaluation. 
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Subjective evaluation is based on the involvement of all stakeholders, both directly and 
by means of their representatives, and on the comparison of RGI expected effects with 
observed ones. In giving their points of view, stakeholders can also consider unex-
pected events that occurred during the evaluation period; at the same time, they have 
to be informed about the other situations in order to make comparisons.  
In the subjective evaluation logic, the gap analysis is a relevant tool. Inside each impact 
area, three main categories of effects can be identified (see Table 6.4): 
1. Desired effects (DE): these effects express stakeholder motivations (both local 
public institutions and private actors and firms) for the registration of the GI; of 
course, they can vary according to the diverse stakeholder positions. 
2. Expected effects (EE): they can be reasonably expected by the GI registration (see 
chains of causality). 
3. Actual effects (AE): these are the result of the GI registration as assessed and 
monitored in the field, normally analysed according to specific impact areas and 
appropriated indicators. 
The gap analysis compares actual with desired effects in order to make a judgment 
about the effectiveness of the GI registration. However, this effectiveness depends on 
coherence of GI expected effects with the desired ones, and on efficiency of the GI 
(see Table 6.4). Gap analysis can be both qualitative and quantitative, according to da-
ta availability, human and financial resources to be devoted to the evaluation, and the 
final aim of the evaluation. 
Table 6.4 Efficiency, coherence and effectiveness evaluation 
 
AE  (AE1, AE2, .. AEn)    effectiveness index 
DE  (DE1, DE2, .. DEn)   (Note: 1, 2 … n denote different indicators used to measure the same 
category of impact) 
(If low, GI is not the right tool to satisfy the needs of the GI production system’s actors) 
 
An analysis of different components of this “effectiveness index” is needed; decomposing this 
index allows for a better understanding of the problems for this GI: 
 
EE   (EE1, EE2, .. EEn)    coherence index   
DE  (DE1, DE2, .. DEn) 
(If low, it expresses the low coherence of the tool with the problems to be solved) 
 
AE  (AE1, AE2, .. AEn)    efficiency index 
EE  (EE1, EE2, .. EEn)    
(If low, it expresses a lack in efficiency in using the GI tool: local actors do not use the GI ac-
cording to its potential. Gap analysis is needed to identify and correct problems.) 
Source: Authors’ findings  
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A third issue is how to make a global analysis of the GI performance, considering all 
impact areas and examining all collected information (sorting it, adding it up, comparing 
it) in order to understand the „parts‟ in relation to the „whole‟ and to have as synthetic 
an indicator as possible of the effects of GI registration on the most relevant analytical 
dimensions. For these purposes, it is useful to elaborate a synthesis of the indicators 
that have been selected for the evaluation of the GI registration and use. 
The basic problem is how to aggregate different indicators and how to weight them. In-
side each evaluation area, it could be useful to list all relevant indicators, assigning to 
each an appropriate weight or importance to stakeholders. The GI effects in that area 
can be translated into quantitative measures (scores) (Tsaur et al., 2006; Castellani 
and Sala, 2010). From the completed list of indicators, weights and scores can be add-
ed up for each of the main areas of evaluation, and overall. Of course, synthetic indica-
tors must be carefully considered to avoid the risk of oversimplification and reduction-
ism, and to prevent losing important information. When indicators have a high variance 
inside one specific area, attention is required to understand the causes of this variance 
and who, as a result, could be the winners and losers inside the GI production system.  
The problem concerning the aggregation of different indicators is more severe when 
they belong to different areas and yield opposite outcomes: how can various factors be 
synthesized? This can include economic (e.g., RGI product price increase), environ-
mental (e.g., intensification of chemical pesticides leading to the loss of biodiversity), 
and social (e.g., exclusion of small farms from using the RGI) factors. The problem is 
again more severe if different categories of stakeholders give more relevance to some 
categories of indicators than others. 
A visual and synthetic presentation of aggregate indicators can show total performance 
in a multidimensional way, and can ease the monitoring benchmarking over time (see 
example). 
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Example of a simplified visual integration graph on impacts of GIs 
 
Barjolle et al. (2009) 
A more qualitative way to present results is to discuss and present the effects of the GI 
registration according to Table 6.5, where the most relevant issues concern sustainabil-
ity. In this case, the evaluation question becomes: what are the effects of GI registra-
tion on the economic, social and environmental sustainability of individual firms such as 
farmers and processors, and of the local GI system, GI supply chain, local develop-
ment, and market/consumers? 
Table 6.5 Analysis of GI registration effects on sustainability 
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Local GI system 
   
GI supply chain  
(outside the GI system) 
   
Local development 
(outside the GI system) 
   
Market/Consumers     
Source: Authors’ findings 
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The organisation of a performance evaluation and the choice of operational tools 
have to be made case by case, considering the specificities of the actor network in-
volved in the GI product. In general, a participatory approach includes organising small 
group meetings by actor category (e.g. farmers, processors, etc.) and/or by geograph-
ical area (if the whole GI area is very large and differentiated), to allow for participation 
and expression of different viewpoints. Information on the evaluation process should be 
provided as input for these group meetings but in a careful, easily understandable way.  
In a second stage, some further general meetings can be organised to discuss different 
perspectives of performance evaluation and to share a common view.  
Not only M&E Team members but also as wide a range as possible of stakeholders 
should participate in, or be involved in, the performance evaluation. 
A final performance evaluation report should be prepared, describing the purpose of 
the evaluation, its objectives, main questions, procedures, results and reasoned con-
clusions. The aim is to make the essential information available in an easily understood 
form. Technical annexes to this final report should give more details about methodolo-
gies and provide more analytical information. It is recommended to disseminate this re-
port to all involved and interested stakeholders. 
j. Elaborating responses at private and public level  
The M&E activity ends with the elaboration of responses to correct negative, undesired 
effects and improve both single-firm and RGI-system performance. Weaknesses of the 
RGI inspection, registration and enforcement system; problems with the rules written in 
the CoP; and the presence of factors enabling firms to use the RGI are among the 
more frequent impacts that undermine RGI effectiveness. These should be carefully 
identified and discussed, in order to be removed. 
In this perspective, elaboration of responses is a key activity in the monitoring and 
evaluation process (see Scheme 6.2). The usefulness of an M&E activity is strictly 
connected to the possibility of linking it with the elaboration of private strategies (both at 
single-firm and collective levels) and public policies, in particular accompanying policies 
and local actor empowerment policies (Belletti and Marescotti, 2008). The main aims of 
the evaluation are to encourage critical reflection about the GI, its use by firms, and the 
management of the GI procedures, from an administrative point of view also. 
In fact, regular identification of lessons learned from using M&E activities helps actors 
of the production system and public institutions to systematize experiences and allows 
for improvements that increase effects. Lessons are also critical to help others benefit 
from the experienced problems and successes. External events, such as supervision 
missions and mid-term evaluations or reviews, are valuable moments to see the GI ini-
tiative through different eyes and to identify strategic improvements. 
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Scheme 6.2 The evaluation cycle 
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7 Conclusions 
Providing a general methodology for the monitoring and evaluation of the effects of 
both the introduction of a national legal and institutional framework for Geographical 
Indications and the protection of specific Geographical Indications (GI production sys-
tems) is a complex task. 
This is primarily because Origin Products are the result of complex production systems, 
strictly interrelated with many dimensions of territorial development going beyond eco-
nomic issues to involve social and environmental dimensions as well. In addition, the 
legal protection of Geographical Indications is just one of the tools that are part of a 
firm‟s strategy both in a collective and territorial dimension. Indeed, the legal protection 
of GI products is often conceived as a lever for activating local development dynamics 
and defending territorial production systems with a high degree of site specificity 
against pressures coming from those dynamics of globalisation. A network of different 
actors exists around the GI product; each actor has its own vision of the GI and of po-
tential roles played by the legal protection of the GI. 
From a methodological point of view, evaluation requires preliminary identification of 
the GI registration objectives in order to delimitate the field of analysis and concentrate 
available resources on the most relevant issues. Expected effects should be defined in 
order to be matched with the real effects of the GI registration and protection, and to 
show to what extent goals have been achieved. 
A participatory approach to monitoring and evaluating GI effects is particularly im-
portant because it facilitates gathering more information and data, discussing prob-
lems, and rapidly correcting any possible deviation from the established objectives. As 
a consequence, the participation of all relevant stakeholders in the evaluation process 
should be facilitated as much as possible, from the very beginning (definition of the 
aims, data and information collection) to the end of the whole process (analysis and in-
terpretation of these data). 
Another key issue is that GI production systems are “living” systems that are exposed 
to many exogenous pressures and have a specific internal dynamic. It is difficult to 
keep the effects of the GI separate from what could occur without the GI. Due to the 
high level of specificity of each GI production system, it is very difficult to identify a 
good counterfactual, that is, a similar production system exposed to the same “forces” 
(other than those leading to the registration of the GI) such as demand trends, competi-
tion from other countries and specific local dynamics. In GIs‟ field of analysis, diachron-
ic approaches are normally the most operable ones for the evaluation. They are based 
on the comparison of the GI system‟s situation at a specific time (T0) to a future time 
(T+n years), with n dependent on the evaluation‟s specific aims and the characteristics 
of the GI system. 
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Careful attention to chains of causality between the GI registration and protection and 
observed effects is needed, especially to isolate the effects attributable to the GI. Legal 
GI protection against usurpations is often accompanied by other policies, aiming first to 
empower local actors to build the GI and to support firms using the GI in commercial 
strategies and practices. Similarly, it is difficult to keep the effects of the GI legal 
framework separate from the whole “GI policy”, both at country and single-GI produc-
tion system levels. 
Given the high degree of context specificity of each GI system, the high variability of 
the aims pursued by the GI by local actors, different characteristics of the institutional 
and general development framework and different organisation of GI supply chains, a 
methodology for the monitoring and evaluation of the GIs should be very flexible, so as 
to adapt to country and product system specificities. This is why a step-by-step process 
is proposed, requiring careful implementation and considering local specificities. 
The whole GI evaluation process should be managed by a monitoring and evaluation 
team, integrating external experts with a pool of representatives from different GI 
stakeholder categories. These categories should encompass all the sectors of the sup-
ply chain and other stakeholders representative of public interests, such as environ-
mental institutions, regional agencies and social services. Local universities might sup-
port the evaluation activity as neutral and objective stakeholders, providing specific 
competencies in this field. 
Obviously, to implement an evaluation requires resources, and the more precise the 
desired results, the higher the costs for providing information and developing the eval-
uation. Official statistical sources often do not provide specific, useful data for the GI 
evaluation. Providing, collecting and organising data can be a very expensive activity. 
In order to make monitoring and evaluation activity feasible, integration among different 
activities related to the GI registration, inspection, and functioning is key. This means 
that in the design of the GI institutional and administrative framework, synergies be-
tween administrative procedures and monitoring and evaluation issues should be pur-
sued. Administrative procedures, such as control and certification, may generate abun-
dant data (as the number and type of firms using the GI, quantities certified and sold 
with the registered GI, selling prices). This data should be collected, managed and or-
ganised, making it available for the monitoring and evaluation activities at very low 
cost, together with data from other stakeholders. Other data requires specific inquiries, 
and a specific budget would be needed. The cost of these analyses depends on the 
specific object and aim, and on the required accuracy of the enquiries. 
Finally, a good evaluation should be based on an effective system of data production, 
collection and systematisation, managed by a multi-stakeholder team charged with 
elaborating indicators and interpreting the dynamics of the GI production systems. Par-
ticipatory monitoring and evaluation of the effects of GI protection and registration 
should be conceived and organised as a learning process so that local actors can bet-
ter use the GI tool. In this perspective, the committed involvement of all stakeholders is 
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important not only for the success of the evaluation, but also for the more general “suc-
cess” of the GI registration. The registration can prompt local actor involvement in the 
GI dynamics and allow actors to better use the GI scheme within individual and collec-
tive marketing strategies. 
The evaluation of the effects of the GI registration should always be considered as an 
important task. Setting up such a process should precede the application for obtaining 
GI registration. In fact, discussing the objectives of registration and its possible effects 
by means of mapping chains of causality should help stakeholders to better understand 
what they can expect from the RGI, and to really appreciate its potential and pitfalls. 
Indeed, a precise monitoring of the different kinds of economic, social, and environ-
mental effects of the registration over time should orient the GI system management 
once the registration is obtained, allowing to better finalise the next steps both at sin-
gle-firm and collective level, and to set up effective marketing strategies and public 
support actions. When participatory approaches lead to a real involvement of all stake-
holders in the evaluation process, the quality of the evaluation‟s results tends to be 
more effective; at the same time, participation means information will circulate among 
stakeholders and activate learning processes and consciousness. 
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8 Glossary7 
certification: A procedure by which a third party, the official certification body, provides 
written assurance that an organisation system, a process, a person, a product or a ser-
vice conforms to requirements specified in a standard or other frame of reference. In 
the case of GIs, the certifying body certifies that the GI product is in conformity with the 
relative Code of Practice. Certification may, if appropriate, be based on a range of ac-
tivities: on-site inspection, auditing of quality assurance systems, examination of fin-
ished products, etc. 
certification body: A body responsible for providing certification, sometimes referred 
to as the “certifier”, which may be public or private and is normally accredited and/or 
approved by a recognised authority. 
Code of Practice (CoP): The document describing the specific attributes of the GI 
product in relation to its geographical origin through a description of the product and its 
manner of production, laying down requirements regarding not only modes of produc-
tion but also those of processing, packaging, labelling etc., where applicable. Any party 
using the GI must meet the requirements laid down in the CoP, which is the outcome of 
a consensus among the stakeholders in the GI‟s value chain. 
control plan: A specific, adaptable document that lays down how compliance with the 
various rules in the CoP is to be checked. It is a management tool identifying the con-
trol points constituting the critical stages of the production process and the means of 
verifying their conformity with CoP requirements (sometimes called control manual). 
effect: The result of an action. Effects can be both intended and unintended. The ef-
fects of the registration of a Geographical Indication fall into three main categories: 
outputs, which are the first and most immediate results of the GI registration; out-
comes, which are the direct consequences of the outputs and can be conceived as the 
immediate advantages and disadvantages of the registration for direct beneficiaries; 
and impacts, which are the consequences of the registration beyond its direct and im-
mediate interaction with the beneficiaries, taking into account the changes induced by 
outcomes on a wider level in economic, social and environmental dimensions. 
enforcement: The process by which a norm, or legislation in general, comes into legal 
force and effect. The rules collectively established for the GI product (the CoP) must be 
enforced against those misappropriating the GI. The producers of the GI can enforce 
these rules through a court or may themselves be given official standing by national au-
thorities. 
guarantee system: The mechanism existing or implemented in order to ensure the ex-
istence of certain attributes and the compliance with certain specifications as men-
                                               
7
  Some definitions are taken from Vandecandelaere et al. (2009). 
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tioned in the CoP (assessable criteria and critical points, control plan: what is to be 
controlled, when and by whom, and the type of sanction), documentation (attestation) 
and information. 
Geographical Indication (GI): The WTO 1994 Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual 
Property Rights (TRIPS) Agreement states: “Geographical indications [...] identify a 
good as originating in the territory of a Member, or a region or locality in that territory, 
where a given quality, reputation or other characteristic of the good is essentially at-
tributable to its geographical origin” (art. 22.1). All WTO member countries have to es-
tablish basic provisions for the protection of GIs. The term “GI” can be used to distin-
guish the identification of a product‟s origin and its link with particular characteristics 
and a reputation related to that origin. When GIs are legally registered, they take such 
forms as Appellation of Origin (AO), Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) and Pro-
tected Geographical Indications (PGI), depending on the categories defined in the vari-
ous countries and, as such, they become enforceable. The TRIPS Agreement does not 
provide any specific legal system of protection for GIs, leaving this task to member 
countries. If a member country has established a formal registration process to recog-
nise GIs within its territory, then a product registered in this way can be referred to as a 
“protected GI”. However, a GI may exist without protection or without seeking protec-
tion, unless the name or product is considered generic. In certain situations, a collec-
tive mark or certification mark is the most effective legal protection for a GI. 
GI framework: The legal and institutional general framework allowing for the recogni-
tion, protection and management of all GIs in a given territory. A GI legal framework is 
the result of laws, decrees, and administrative procedures aimed at allowing stake-
holders to apply for the registration of a GI and obtain protection against illegitimate or 
incorrect use of the GI. 
GI products (GIPs): All the OPs that are named or labelled with a GI (whether or not a 
geographical name or identifier). Whether a GI is used or not used to identify the prod-
ucts is the main difference between GIPs and OPs. 
GI system: A system including all stakeholders and activities that contributes to the 
production of the GI product. A GI system thus includes the GI producers and the other 
stakeholders involved directly or indirectly in the value chain, including but not limited to 
public authorities, non- governmental organisations, research institutions, extension 
services and other institutions directly linked to the GI product (for example, tourism  
activities in the production area). 
impacts: The consequences of the project beyond its direct and immediate interaction 
with the beneficiaries, and take into account the changes induced by outcomes on a 
wider level with economic, social and environmental dimensions. 
inter-professional association/body/organisation: An organisation bringing together 
upstream and downstream partners from the same value chain with the purpose of 
Giovanni Belletti & Andrea Marescotti Evaluation of Geographical Indications: Methodology 
Swiss Federal Institute of Intellectual Property, Publication No 7 115 
regulating the market for the product, participating in the implementation of agricultural 
policy provisions, analysing the implications of various contractual arrangements, en-
couraging improvement in performance along the chain, and defending the organisa-
tion‟s collective interests. 
label: Any tag, brand, mark, pictorial or other descriptive matter, and written, printed, 
stencilled, marked, embossed or impressed on, or attached to, a container of food. 
Origin Product (OP): Products linked to a specific territory that, due to this link, are 
characterised by one or more of the following key elements (with differing intensities): 
material characteristics making them “special” (that is to say: one cannot find other 
products with similar characteristics); specificity of natural and human resources used 
in the production process; history and tradition of the product, and links to history and 
tradition of local population; collective dimension (many actors involved) and local 
shared knowledge (both on production and consumption side). 
outcomes: Immediate and direct effects coming from the outputs, depending on their 
use and adoption by final users. They can be conceived as the immediate advantages 
or exceptionally the immediate disadvantages of the project for direct beneficiaries, 
considered both as individuals (individual outcomes) and, if pertinent, as a group (col-
lective outcomes). 
outputs: The first and most immediate results of a number of activities activated by the 
project. Outputs measure the level of attendance/adoption of potential beneficiaries of 
the project itself.  
producers' directory: a list of all firms wishing to use the RGI and complying with 
structural requirements of the CoP. This list is very often held by the RGI certification 
body, or by the National Authorities, or by the GI interprofessional body. 
Registered GI (RGI), or Registered GI Products (RGIPs): GIs that are protected by 
special legal means of protection. Hence, the protection of a GI by means of special le-
gal protection tools requires an official “recognition”, granted through either a formal 
registration process or juridical decisions made by courts. 
stakeholder (or actor): In the value-creation process for origin-linked products, any 
person, group or organisation with a direct or indirect stake in the outcome of the pro-
cess, to the extent that they can affect or be affected by its results. Local producers 
and their associations, companies involved in the value chain (processors, distributors, 
suppliers etc.), consumers, the government and any institution playing a part in the GI 
system are all key stakeholders. 
supply chain: A chain of activities through which a product (or a service) is produced 
and distributed to customers. A product goes through a series of processes and activi-
ties in the chain, at each stage gaining some value that is added to that from the previ-
ous steps. 
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traceability: Defined by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) as 
“the ability to trace the history, application or location of that which is under considera-
tion”. In the case of GI products, a traceability system has varying degrees of complexi-
ty (depending on the decisions taken by stakeholders and/or the normative framework), 
and allows for clear identification of the various points in the origin and movement of 
the product and its raw materials all the way along the value chain until it reaches cus-
tomers and consumers, including all the enterprises that have been involved in the 
production, processing and distribution process etc. This ensures that the CoP has 
been correctly applied and allows for intervention in the case of non-observance. 
trademark: In some countries, geographical indications can be protected as (private) 
trademarks. Geographical terms or signs cannot be registered as trademarks if they 
are merely geographically descriptive or geographically misdescriptive. However, if a 
geographical sign is used to identify the source of the goods or services, and if con-
sumers have over time come to recognize it as identifying a particular company, manu-
facturer or group of producers, it no longer describes only the place of origin, but also 
the “source” of the uniqueness of the goods or services. At this point, the sign has thus 
acquired a “distinctive character” or “secondary meaning” and can therefore be trade-
marked. 
TRIPS Agreement: The World Trade Organization (WTO) oversees the Trade-Related 
Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) Agreement. Under this agreement, the 
national intellectual property legislation of WTO members must establish the minimum 
level of protection for these rights as defined in the agreement‟s 73 articles. Articles 22 
to 24 of the TRIPS Agreement deal with GIs. 
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10 List of abbreviations 
AE:  Actual Effects 
AO:  Appelation d‟ Origin 
BM:  Blue Mountain (region in Jamaica) 
CIB:  Coffee Industry Board (Jamaica) 
CoP:  Code of Practices 
DE:  Desired Effects 
DPSIR (methodology): Drivers-Pressures-State-Impact-Response (methodology) 
EE:  Expected Effects 
GI:  Geographical Indication 
GIP:  Geographical Indication Product 
IPR:  Intellectual Property Right 
JBM (coffee): Jamaica Blue Mountain (coffee) 
M&E:  Monitoring and Evaluation 
OP:  Origin Product 
PDO:  Protected Designation of Origin 
PGI:  Protected Geographical Indication 
RGI:  Registered Geographical Indication 
RGIP:  Registered Geographical Indication Product 
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SWOT (Analysis): Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (Analysis)  
TRIPS (Agreement): Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (Agree-
ment) 
EU:  European Union 
WTO:  World Trade Organization 
 
